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Abstract 
In the last years innovation has acquired popularity in most Western countries as a way to cope 
with economic and societal challenges. Citizens around the world are tired of public cuts in 
welfare and are pressing politicians and administrations to find new ways of solving problems. In 
this context innovation seems to be a plausible alternative to public cuts, redundancies or 
unsatisfied employees. This master thesis is initiated by the proliferation of innovation in the 
Danish municipalities to cope with wicked problems. The thesis explains how Gentofte 
Municipality initiated and designed three innovation processes in the school area. The analysis of 
the three case studies shows that innovation is too complex and uncertain to be done alone so 
collaboration plays and important role in the process. Nevertheless innovation does not happen 
alone and collaboration requires management. Innovation management is understood as a key 
element to make innovation and collaboration happen. The main purpose of this thesis is to 
explore and analyse the casual relations between innovation, collaboration and innovation 
management in the case studies. The thesis has rich empirical data based on interviews, documents 
and observations that contributes to the development of theories in the field under study. 
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1. Introduction  
This thesis is one of the results of studying the school system in Gentofte municipality for 18 
months including four months of field work. The focus of the study is on innovative and 
collaborative processes and how are they managed. The thesis is part of my PhD1 with the same 
focus, but with empirical data from two more Danish municipalities. In the Gribskov municipality 
the study takes place in the health area whereas in Copenhagen the study is in the employment 
area. The overall aim of the PhD is to compare how innovation is understood, performed and 
managed in three Danish municipalities in order to generalise the findings and contribute to the 
new theories in the field. This thesis hence synthetises the results of the pilot study in Gentofte 
municipality and sets the theoretical, methodological and analytical foundations for the future 
comparative study with the other municipalities. The thesis compiles some of the thoughts from 
the study of Gentofte consisting of different conference papers2, presentations to the 
municipalities, newspaper articles and a report presented to the directive board of the Youth and 
Children Administration in the Gentofte municipality.  
 
1.1. Problem Area  
We cannot live only for ourselves. A thousand fibres connect us with our fellow-men; and along 
those fibres, as sympathetic threads our actions run as causes, and they come back to us as effects. 
- Herman Melville 
 
Since 2007/2008 governments all over the world are facing considerable economic constraints. 
Public expenditures are reduced from central and local governments challenging the existing ways 
of creating and producing welfare. The premise of work smarter not harder is applied in different 
policy areas in order to maintain the quality of policies and services with fewer resources. Within 
this context traditional ways of governing, managing, thinking and implementing policies and 
services seem to fail and call for new ways of understanding politics. While New Public 
Management (NPM) reforms promote specialization of the tasks and silo thinking the new 
upcoming paradigm New Public Governance (NPG) promotes collaboration, learning and trust 
(Osborne, 2006 and 2010 and Christensen and Lægreid, 2007). 
 
Management and governance have become increasingly important intertwined issues in the public 
sector because public institutions on national, regional and local levels are demanding new types 
of public management and governance in order to offer better solutions for the citizens (SLIP, 
2010, Drejer, Dyrmose and Homann, 2005). The growing complexity of public policies means that 
the government can no longer solve public policy problems, implement the policies and provide 
services to the citizens on its own. Different governmental and non-governmental actors need to 
collaborate on finding solutions to given problems. One of the characteristics of the complexity in 
the public sector is that problems are wicked and characterised by a high degree of uncertainty 
                                                          
1 The 1st of September of 2011 I started a 4 plus 4 PhD with Jacob Torfing as a supervisor. This type of PhD means that 
my last master year and thesis in Public Administration is integrated in the long term PhD. 
2 One paper was empirical and presented in the Statskundskabs annual conference, in the public innovation panel lead by 
Professor Morten Balle Hansen. The other paper was theoretical and presented at the Sunrise conference at RUC about 
transforming governance and enhancing public innovation, in the organisational innovation panel leaded by the assistant 
professor Peter Ågaard. 
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because many actors are involved in the process (Koppenjan and Klijn, 2004 and Torfing, Peters, 
Pierre and Sørensen, 2012). Management and governance in this framework are not just two 
separate concepts but are interrelated and to a certain degree dependent to each other.  
 
The complexity of policy problems has increased because of the interdependency of policy areas, 
the increasing expectations of citizens and the economic constraints from the last years. Making 
appropriate public policy has become more difficult. Furthermore, globalisation means that the 
actions taken in one society and government need to be considered in other countries, creating 
winners and losers (Torfing, Peters, Pierre and Sørensen, 2012). Wicked problems are those 
problems too complex to define, because they escape simple formulations and simple solutions. 
Wicked problems also reflect the ongoing changes and new challenges that organizations face 
(Beinecke, 2009). In governance and management academia there is a broad acceptance that a way 
of coping with wicked problems is to create new innovative policy solutions in order to tackle the 
problems with a new perspective (Sørensen and Torfing, 2011 and Bommert, 2010). Traditional 
forms of top-down government are in crisis because of the increased fragmentation, complexity 
and dynamism of our societies. Public policy is not only made by the government but by a 
plurality of stakeholders. In this sense the government is no longer supreme, because society has 
different centres and requires new interactive ways of coping with problems. The new shift from 
the governments´ mode of governing is known as governance (Rhodes, 1996; van Kersbergen and 
van Waarden, 2004, Torfing 2010; Pierre and Peters, 2000; Dente, Bobbio and Spada, 2005 and 
Sørensen and Torfing, 2011a). Interactive governance is a form of governance emerged as a 
consequence of the static bureaucracy form of top-down government, and is meant to cope better 
with complex problems. It is concerned about how collaboration takes place among the plurality 
of actors and how interactive processes function. Examples of interactive governance can be 
partnerships and governance networks (Torfing, Peters, Pierre and Sørensen, 2012).  
 
Although innovation has traditionally been studied in the private sector (Sørensen and Torfing, 
2011a and Sørensen, 2013) many Western countries are incorporating public innovation as a 
strategy to cope with complex and fragmented problems (Sørensen, 2013; Borins, 1998 and 
OECD Innovation Strategy 2010). Nordic countries like Denmark, Sweden or Norway have 
developed national innovation strategies to cope with wicked problems (Aasen, Møller and 
Eriksson, 2013). Danish municipalities are facing considerable challenges when it comes to 
providing high quality services to citizens; the percentage of old people is increasing, the 
workforce is declining and the budgets are under pressure (icph, 2011; Majgaard, 2010/2011). For 
these reasons innovation in the Danish public sector has become a top priority for local 
governments in order to cope with wicked problems and to satisfy the wishes of the citizens 
(Jensen et al, 2010).  The numbers of innovative municipal projects have been radically increased 
since 2007. In 2007 the number of projects presented were 24, in 2011 there were 60 and in 2012 
there were 104 (KL, 2012). At the same time the Danish municipal directors´ association 
(Kommunale Direktørernes Forening) point out the necessity of finding new innovative solutions 
to ensure the future of the Danish welfare (Komdir, 2012). Another indicator of how hot 
innovation is in the Danish public sector is the blooming of external consultancies services 
specialised in designing and facilitating innovation processes for the municipalities (KL 
innovation consultant interview). Furthermore Danish municipalities use collaboration as a way to 
spur innovation and reduce the level of uncertainty. At the same time innovative and collaborative 
processes are too complex and risky without appropriate management to support and create room 
for innovation within the organisation. There are many ways to drive innovation in the public 
sector like, for example, through employees, citizens, politicians, managers, etc. And innovations 
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in the private sector can be based on products, technologies and services (Schumpeter, 1946). 
However this thesis is focused in the innovation fostered by the collaboration of different actors. 
Several surveys have been conducted in Denmark with a focus on innovation in the public sector 
(FTF, 2010 and Bysted and Hansen, 2011). I could have conducted a survey for the study but the 
focus of this thesis is the relational level of the actors to foster innovation and that would have 
been difficult to cover by a survey. As a result, instead of using quantitative methods I have 
decided to use the qualitative methods in order to better grasp the actors´ interactions and 
experiences in innovation processes. 
 
As mentioned above, innovation has become a priority in the Danish public agendas during the 
last years. However, it is possible to track in 2007 two political and administrative reforms 
designed to reformulate old practices and find new ways to deliver welfare to the citizens. These 
reforms are the municipality structured reform and the quality reform. They need to be understood 
as innovative attempts in the public sector to improve the existing practices and to find new 
solutions to given problems. Furthermore, these reforms provide a framework for understanding 
how innovative and collaborative processes are conceptualised and managed in the municipal 
landscape. The Danish municipality reform of 2007 is considered one of the most important 
reforms of the administration of the public sector in Denmark within the last 30 years. The reform 
changed the structure of the government by making the municipalities bigger. A consequence of 
this reform is a higher level of responsibility for the municipalities as they got new economic and 
administrative tasks (Blom-Hansen, Eklit and Serritzlew, 2006). In this reform, municipal 
management is considered one of the instruments to produce more effective results. Municipal 
leaders and managers are supposed to contribute to the development of new meanings of 
leadership and the establishment of new mechanisms of governance (Torfing, 2008). The quality 
reform focused on the quality of the services delivered by the Danish public sector. The term 
“quality” that is used to name the reform is understood as a synonym of innovation that will help 
to develop new ideas and solutions in order to increase the quality and efficiency of the welfare 
service delivery (Finansministeriet 2011: Kvalitetsreformen). The innovation brought by the 
quality reform is seen as a mechanism to increase the quality of the public policies and services 
(Sørensen and Torfing, 2010). One conclusion of these reforms is that, while the structured reform 
emphasised in the managerial aspects as drivers for new thinking, the quality reform focused in 
innovation as a way of improving the quality of public services. 
 
The purpose of this thesis is to study how innovation and collaboration are used for policy 
development in the school area of Gentofte municipality and how innovation and collaboration are 
enhanced by innovation management. This implies identifying the causal relations between 
innovation, collaboration and innovation management in the three cases. The first and main case is 
LUG, the new school strategy of  Gentofte municipality. The second case is VITO, a project and 
competence centre established before LUG for children with two languages. The third case is 
based in two camps that took place in two schools. One is the Innovation Camp and the other is 
the Solution Camp.  The first focus of the study is to explain the triggers of innovation and how 
innovation is understood by different target groups in the municipality. This includes an 
explanation of the drivers and barriers to innovation. The second focus is to analyse how 
collaboration between the actors involved in the processes can foster innovation and what are the 
drivers and barriers to collaboration. The third focus of the thesis is to study and analyse how 
innovation management enhances innovation and collaboration and what re the drivers and 
barriers that affect innovation management. Studying and analysing innovation from a governance 
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and managerial angle is particularly interesting in the field of public administration and political 
science, because it allows treating innovation within a particular policy area and context.  
 
Literature about innovation in the public sector is broad and has grown considerable in the last 
years. Most of the research about innovation in the public sector has focused on defining the 
concept of innovation, explaining one or different stages of the innovation process or explaining a 
particular type of innovation (van de Ven, Angle, and Poole, 2000). This focus gives the 
possibility of analysing the inputs and the desired outputs of innovation processes and it is useful 
to understand the context where innovation takes places. However studying innovation based from 
this perspective fails to explain the process of innovation. The study of innovation processes is 
important to understand the triggers of innovation, how the processes are designed and how 
collaboration and management take place in driving innovation (Ring and van de Ven 1994). This 
thesis aims to address this gap in the literature by providing an insight into different innovative 
processes in the children and youth area of the Gentofte municipality. 
 
“The hierarchic bureaucracy is too heavy and slow as an organizational form to create innovation 
and organizations of the future should be dynamic, changeable and open networks” (Drejer, 
Dyrmose and Homann, 2005). Governance networks offer new ways of connecting public policy-
making to citizens and to relevant stakeholders and are related with public policy deliberation, 
decision and implementation (Klijn and Skelcher, 2007). Governance networks can contribute to 
the creation of innovation in the public sector (Sørensen and Torfing, 2011a) and can be used 
strategically to create laboratories for collaborative innovation and to promote mutual exploration 
and knowledge creation (Agranoff, 2006). This happens because networks have the potential to 
bring different interdependent actors together to exchange resources, to create dialogue and trust 
and to promote learning. Networks have the potential to create a room in which to interact but this 
does not mean that governance networks always enclose collaboration. In other words, networks 
can enhance innovation when they exist in an appropriate institutional design and when the 
processes are properly managed. 
 
Collaboration can be defined as the process of working together within a specific time (Roberts 
and Bradley, 2010). Whether or not collaboration is the type of interaction that arises between the 
actors depends on the degree of the interactions. Some interactions might arise naturally 
depending on previous experiences, common views or same interests. In other situations 
interactions might arise because a third part is involved. However in both situations these 
interactions have more possibilities of becoming collaborative if they are managed and facilitated. 
Collaboration can spur innovation as it allows different actors to contribute with different points of 
view, share the risk of innovation and reduce the uncertainty. At the same time collaboration can 
lead to the creation of new processes, structures and purposes. Nevertheless collaboration does not 
always lead to innovation (Sørensen and Torfing, 2011a) and collaboration does not always have 
the intentional purpose to innovate.  
 
Innovation management can be the key to drive innovation. It is a new concept that emerges 
with the practice of innovation and collaboration. The role of the innovation managers is not to 
create innovation, but to design, institutionalize and manage interactive forms of collaboration 
together with other relevant actors (Nambisan, 2008). Innovation management plays an important 
role in facilitating interaction between the actors involved in the process and removing the barriers 
to innovate (Torfing, 2011 and Sørensen and Torfing, 2010). Furthermore, innovation 
management can contribute to the creation of an innovation culture in the organisation by 
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fostering innovation and creating a room for solving problems and meeting challenges in a 
creative way (Sørensen and Torfing, 2010 and Amabile et al, 2004). 
 
This thesis contributes to the development of theories in the fields of innovation in the public 
sector, collaboration and innovation management by expanding and adjusting the existing theory 
of the field with the findings of the case studies. Literature about innovation in the public sector is 
rich but there are few studies which focus on innovation as a process and which are based in 
empirical cases. The major contributions on the field have been done by professor Andrew van De 
Ven and his Minnesota team and the Canadian professor Sandford Borins. However, their focus 
on innovation is not in connection with collaboration and innovation management. At the same 
time the North American and Canadian tradition does not fit completely with the Scandinavian 
context as the latter is more based in collaboration rather than in individual innovation heroes. 
Studies on collaboration mention that Barbara Gray and David Strauss touch the topic but without 
many connections with innovation and innovation management which leads to a gap in the 
literature. Furthermore in the literature of innovation management  there are few specific studies 
that connect the management of innovation with collaboration. See for example Chris Ansell and 
Alison Gash (2007) or Ken Parry and Alan Bryman (2006).  The CLIPS (Collaborative Innovation 
in the Public Sector) research group in Denmark is the one that has contributed the most to the 
study of innovation through collaboration and innovation management.  But there is still a lack of 
empirical evidence that can help to expand and develop the theory. This thesis has not focused on 
innovation or collaboration as products but as processes. This means that there is no motivation to 
evaluate whether or not the output of the processes are more or less innovative or collaborative 
because, amongst other things, most of these processes are still going on. Moreover this thesis has 
a particular emphasis on collaboration as a method to spur innovation rather than a form of 
innovation (collaborative innovation). 
 
 
1.2. Problem Formulation 
 
How are collaboration and innovation used as tools for developing the new school strategy in 
Gentofte Municipality and how are collaboration and innovation enhanced by innovation 
management? 
 
 
1.3. Research questions 
 What are the main features of the case studies? 
 How is innovation triggered and designed in the three cases in the school system in Gentofte? 
What are the drivers and barriers to innovation in the three cases? 
 To what extent is collaboration spurring innovation and creates the necessity for innovation 
management? What are the drivers and barriers to collaboration? 
  How does management contribute to enhance collaboration and innovation? What are the drivers 
and barriers to innovation management? 
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1.4. Variables of the research 
Variables can be defined as the case or cases’ indicators or factors. Dependent variables are the 
phenomena that the researcher wants to explain in the research, the outcome variable or the 
variable to be predicted. Independent variables can be defined as the variables that the researcher 
considers that can influence the dependent variables. The intermediate variables are the variables 
that can be independent and dependent to some variables (Bryman, 2004; Burnham et al, 2004 and 
George and Bennett, 2005). The dependent variable in this study is innovation. Innovation 
management is considered the independent variable because it influences innovation. The 
intermediate variable is collaboration because it is affected by innovation management 
(independent variable) and at the same time influences the innovation (dependent variable). The 
variables are illustrated in the following figure. 
 
 
Figure 1: Illustration of the variables  
 
  
Independent variable  Intermediate variable  Dependent variable 
Collaboration in 
governance networks, 
and drivers and 
barriers to 
collaboration 
 
  
Innovation 
management 
Collaboration 
Triggers, design of 
the innovation 
process and 
drivers and 
barriers to 
innovation 
Innovation 
Characteristics, 
roles and drivers 
and barriers to 
innovation 
management 
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1.5. Structure of the thesis 
The following section briefly explains how the thesis is structured.  
  
1. Introduction. This section includes the problem area, problem formulation, research questions, 
variables of the research and structure of the thesis. 
2. Research Strategy. This section explains the research strategy for the thesis in congruence with 
theories, methods and the problem formulation. 
3. Selection of the theory. This section explains the theories selected and the theories discarded for 
the thesis.  
4. Theory. This section explains the theoretical model. The theories for the study are: Innovation 
theory; governance network theory; multi-actor collaboration and innovation management theory.  
5. Methods. This section explains the methods applied to collect the data.  
6. Introduction to the case study: This section provides the framework for the analysis of the case 
studies.  
7. Analysis. This section analyses the findings of the case study in conjunction with the theory. And 
tests the validity of the assumptions.  
8. Conclusion and research perspectives. This section answers the problem formulation, summarizes 
the main ideas of the thesis and outlines the research perspectives for studying innovation in the 
public sector.  
9. References. 
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2. Research strategy 
The research strategy for this thesis is abduction, which means that the starting point of the study 
is the problem formulation. The problem formulation guides the choice of theory and the 
collection of empirical data. The problem formulation of this thesis is to find out how innovation 
and collaboration are used as tools to develop the new school strategy and how these can be 
enhanced by innovation management. This means that the interviews, documents and observations 
have been done and analysed in connection with the theory and the problem formulation.   
 
 
 
 
Figure 2: Illustration of the abduction research strategy 
 
 
  
Problem 
Theory Data 
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3. Selection of theories 
This section explains the theories selected and the theories discarded for the thesis. 
3.1. Selected theories 
Innovation in the Public sector theory 
This theory is chosen to explain how the innovative processes in the case studies are triggered, 
initiated, designed and what are the main drivers and barriers to foster innovation. The main 
scholars used for this theory are Andrew van de Ven, Douglas Polley and Raghu Garud (1999), 
Eva Sørensen and Jacob Torfing (2011 and 2012) and Bill Eggers and Shalabh Singh (2009).  
Governance networks theory 
This theory is chosen to explain the structure where the interactions between the actors involved in 
the case studies take place. The main scholars used are Mark Rhodes (1996) Erik Hans-Klijn and 
Chris Skelcher (2007) and Jacob Torfing, Guy Peters, Jon Pierre and Eva Sørensen (2012).  
Multi-actor collaboration theory 
This theory is chosen to explain how collaboration can drive innovation and what are the main 
drivers and barriers to collaboration. The main scholars on the field are Barbara Gray (1989), 
Nancy Roberts and Robert Trevor Bradley (2010) and David Strauss (1991).  
Innovation Management theory 
The theory of innovation management is used to explain how innovation and collaboration are 
managed and what are the main drivers and barriers that affect it. This theory is relatively new and 
is constructed from different concepts in the innovation, management and leadership literature. 
The main scholars used are: Parry and Bryman 2006, Ven, Douglas Polley and Raghu Garud 
(1999), Jacob Torfing (2012) and Chris Ansell and Alison Gash (2007).  
 
3.2. Discarded theories 
I could have chosen Rational Choice theory but I did not because the problem formulation aims to 
study how collaboration between the actors can drive innovation. Applying this theory would have 
brought focus on the individual actions instead of the collective actions that are the purpose of the 
study. I could have also chosen Foucault’s power theory to explain how the innovation discourse is 
constructed in the Gentofte school system, but using this theory will not give an insight about the 
triggers of innovation and how innovation processes are designed in the case studies.  
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4. Theory 
In the following section the theories about innovation in the public sector, governance network, 
multi-actor collaboration and innovation management are explained.  
 
4.1. Innovation in the Public Sector theory 
Innovation is difficult to define because it is a container concept with different meanings and it is 
used for different purposes (Jensen et al, 2010). There is no consensus for one sole definition 
(Bland et al 2010). Innovation is often considered a black box in between expectations, wishes 
and outcomes (Van de Ven et al 1999). From a theoretical point of view, innovation covers 
different disciplines, as it includes elements from anthropology, public administration, politics or 
sociology. In public organizations, however, innovation should be understood as a discipline in 
the organization such as, for example, planning and budgeting. And like these disciplines, 
innovation requires a methodological view (Eggers and Singh, 2009). Innovation can adapt to the 
organisational context but it can also transform the structure and practices of organisations 
depending on the degree of novelty (Van de Ven, 1986). Innovation embraces change because 
change is the fuel for action (Coffman, 2004). Innovation and change is not the same thing, 
although innovation implies a second or third order of change. Innovation is not about producing 
almost the same kind of services or solutions (first order of change) but about changing the form, 
content, routines or services (second order of change) or transforming the understanding of the 
problem or policy objective (third order of change) (Sørensen and Torfing, 2012). Depending on 
the degree of innovation it can be incremental (referring to small step changes based on the 
existing policies and services), or radical (referring to the development of completely new 
services or ways of doing things) (Mulgan and Albury, 2003; Halvorsen 2005 and Kristensen and 
Voxted, 2009). Innovations in the public sector are normally incremental (Jæger, 2002). The 
public sector has been criticised for lacking innovations (Albury, 2005), being less innovative, 
missing a culture of risk and being conservative and bureaucratic when compared with the private 
sector (Mulgan and Albury, 2003). However, others argue that the challenge of innovation in the 
public sector is not the lack of innovation per se, but rather the fact that it happens accidentally 
and not systematically (Eggers & Singh, 2009).  
 
Five misunderstandings about innovation  
In the following section the misunderstandings about innovation are explained.  
 
Conceptualising innovation normatively  
Innovation is often mistakenly attributed with positive effects in itself, such as increased public 
value and advances in public goods (Bland et al, 2010). Innovation is also normally viewed as a 
good because any new idea must be useful and able to solve a problem. In general, new ideas that 
are not perceived as useful are normally not called innovations, but mistakes. However, the 
usefulness of an idea can only be determined after the innovation process is completed (Van de 
Ven et al 1999 and Unger, 2005). The positive attributions of innovation are understood as 
normative concepts for the outputs and outcomes of innovation, and hence as criteria for 
evaluating an innovation process. The normative elements of innovation in this paper are not 
considered to be determinants for innovation, but as consequences of innovation. Incorporating 
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normative elements as the ones mentioned above in the definition of innovation can create 
analytical problems, because the normative concepts can vary from context to context and can 
therefore not be generalized. Innovation can be both positive and negative and in order to know 
the consequences and effects of innovation, it is necessary to make an evaluation of innovation 
once its implementation has completed. Innovation per se does not mean and does not necessarily 
lead to more effective policies or services, but innovative input to policies and services can lead to 
more effective outcomes (Moore and Hartley, 2008).  
 
Understanding innovation as a goal in itself 
Understanding innovation as a goal in itself and not as a process and a method to improve the 
existing practices can hinder innovation. In doing so, there is a risk of not explaining the reasons 
and purposes of innovation (the ‘why’s of innovation) and only on explaining the achievements of 
innovation (the ‘what’s of innovations). During the innovation process organisations should shift 
structures and strategies in order to adopt innovations. Each stage of innovation requires different 
attitudes, strategies and organisational conditions (Bland et al, 2010). The innovation phases can 
help to reduce the uncertainty of the process and to manage the process because they integrate 
elements of exploration such as creativity, and exploitative elements such as strategic thinking and 
planning (March, 1991). The innovation process can be defined as the temporal sequence of 
events that occur as people interact with others to develop and implement their ideas within an 
institutional context (van de Ven, Angle and Poole, 2000: 32). The proposal for the innovation 
phases is inspired by Eggers and Singh (2009) and extended with more phases inspired by van de 
Ven et al (1999). The innovation phases suggested are: 1. Identification of the wicked problem 
and reflection of the purpose of innovation. 2. Idea generation. 3. Idea selection. 4. 
Implementation. 5. Evaluation of the innovation process. According to Van de Ven (1986) one of 
the challenges of innovation is to ensure innovative ideas are implemented. This means that until 
new ideas are implemented it is not possible to call them innovation, but just attempts of 
innovation. 
 
Thinking that innovation happens randomly instead of making it happen 
Another feature of innovation is that innovation is intentional and not random (Sørensen and 
Torfing, 2011) and rarely happens by chance (Dombrowski, 2007). The intentional element of 
innovation means that it has a purpose. And although the innovation process or journey can 
involve exploration of new ideas, openness, creativity, learning and chaos, it always includes 
strategic elements; especially in later phases such as implementation or dissemination. 
Furthermore, innovation as a process is not self-generating and requires management to establish 
an organisational innovation capacity based on ideas of experimentation and tolerance towards 
“smart failures” (Teofilovic, 2002). 
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Innovation champions  
Another misunderstanding about innovation is to think that it is produced and is the responsibility 
of a single person because innovation requires collective effort. Innovation does not only refer to 
the input and output, but also to an interaction and development of new roles (Sundbo and 
Fuglsang, 2002). In the private sector innovations can often be individual, but the complexity of 
the public sector makes it almost impossible to innovate without a certain degree of interaction. 
Furthermore the relational aspect of innovation contradicts the view of the entrepreneur as a single 
person that works to create and implement innovative ideas. This is because the interactions 
between the people engaged in the innovation process are the ones that develop, modify or drop 
innovation (van de Ven, Angle and Poole, 2000: 15ff). 
 
Thinking innovation in general terms without specifying its context 
What is innovation in one context is not necessarily innovation in other contexts and vice versa 
(Sørensen and Torfing, 2011). Although an idea or practice may already exists in one context it 
will still be new if translated to another context. The contextual dimension of innovation implies 
processes of translation or adaptation of the ideas or practices into new contexts. Innovations in 
the public and private sector differ from each other because the two sectors have different 
ontologies. The purpose of innovation in the public sector is to spread the services and governance 
improvements among the population in order to create public value. For some authors like Bland 
et al (2010) the public sector innovations must be about doing something worthwhile and not just 
something new; meaning that the task of the public sector is to create public value and public 
good. Innovation in the private sector is characterised by competitive advantages, incentivising 
alliances between strategic partners and restricting the sharing of good (Hartley, 2005).  
 
Innovations can be top-down or bottom-up. This depends on whether the managers and 
politicians initiate the process of innovation or if the public employees are the ones starting the 
process. Innovations are also classified depending on their source: conceptual by introducing new 
missions, objectives or rationalities; process as new ways organisational processes are designed; 
organisational for involving new or altered ways of organising activities; product for introducing 
new products; service innovations by creating new ways in providing the services; collaborative 
stressing the collaboration between different actors; and governance innovation referring to the 
creation of new forms of citizen engagement (Hartley, 2005 and Halvorsen, 2005). Collaborative 
innovation is mentioned above as a type of innovation, but it is more adequately used as a driver 
to foster innovation for all types of innovation and in all phases of innovation. In this sense, 
collaboration has a methodological dimension when it is used to enhance innovation in the public 
sector. 
  
Definition of innovation 
In order to overcome the misunderstandings mentioned above, the following definition is 
proposed based on descriptive elements: Innovation is the complex process of creating and 
implementing new ideas through a process of interaction in a particular context with the 
intentional purpose to improve the quality of public policies and services. This means that 
innovation is not only about the creation of new ideas but also about the implementation of these 
new ideas. The novelty of the ideas differ from context to context meaning that one idea that can 
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be new in one context is not necessarily new in another context, and vice versa. Furthermore, 
innovation requires the exchange of resources and ideas via interactions and, overall, it implies a 
qualitative improvement. The following figure provides the main elements for the study of 
innovation in the public sector.  
 
Figure 3: Organisational framework for the study of innovation in the public sector 
 
 
 
Drivers to innovation 
Some of the drivers behind innovation can be the size of the public sector and its ability to absorb 
the costs of failures, the politicians, the public managers, the employees and the citizens (Sørensen 
and Torfing, 2011). Other drivers can be learning from others and involvement of relevant actors 
(Mulgan and Albury, 2003).  
 
Barriers to innovation 
Some barriers to innovation are bureaucracy, performance indicators, risk aversion of politicians 
and public managers (Sørensen and Torfing 2011 and Halvorsen, 2005) inappropriate 
management, lack of appropriate competences and skills and lack of motivation (Mulgan and 
Albury, 2003).  
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4.2. Governance network theory 
The following section defines and explains the concept of governance network. Governance has 
become a popular term because governments have become more dependent on social actors to 
achieve their goals (Klijn, 2008). The term governance is broader than the term government as it 
includes non-state actors. Changing the boundaries of the state also means changing the 
boundaries of the public, the private and the voluntary sectors. Networks refer to complex 
conglomerations of diverse organisations and individuals (O'Leary and Bingham, 2007). 
Governance networks in this thesis are understood as forms of governance meaning that the unit 
of the analysis are the networks and not the relations that encompass the networks. Furthermore, 
governance networks are seen as institutional arenas of interaction that provide rules, norms, 
routines and discourses that structure the actions of the actors and create patters for interaction 
(Sørensen and Torfing, 2011 and March and Olsen, 1995).  
 
Merits of governance networks 
Governance networks have the merit of involving different actors in different stages of the public 
policy process providing frameworks for consensus building and qualifying and legitimizing the 
outcomes of the process. Furthermore, governance networks foster collaboration by bringing 
together different stakeholders, making public governance more effective, breaking policy 
deadlocks and tackling complex problems (Torfing, 2005; Koppenjan and Klijn, 2004 and Hajer 
and Wagenaar, 2003). They can also strengthen local democracy by bringing citizens and 
politicians closer (Sørensen, 2010) and contribute to the creation of innovation in the public sector 
(Sørensen and Torfing, 2011a). Last but not least they can provide areas for tackling wicked 
problems as they produce knowledge from a range of different actors (Torfing, Peters, Pierre and 
Sørensen, 2012). 
 
Characteristics of governance networks 
The use of governance in networks makes networks self-organizing, autonomous and self-
governing. For these reasons governance networks require trust, reciprocity, mutual 
interdependence and management (Rhodes, 1996 and Mandell and Keast. 2008). The main 
characteristics of governance networks are:  
 
 Interdependency of actors. The actors in governance networks are mutually dependent on their 
resources and capacities, but can operate independently. Yet the interdependency of the actors 
does not mean that the power is equally distributed among the actors. 
 The necessity of exchange for organizations’ resources is the main motor behind the interactions 
between the actors. The exchange of resources can be based on money, information or expertise.  
 The interactions between the actors participating in a network often take the form of negotiating 
shared purposes in game-like situations. The interactions are based on trust and are regulated by 
the agreed negotiated rules of the network actors. It is crucial that the bargaining process is 
embedded in a deliberative process in order to facilitate learning, mutual understanding and trust. 
The stronger the interaction between the actors within the political system, the stronger the 
governance will be. 
 Governance networks have a degree of autonomy from the state and are not directly accountable to 
the state because they are self-organizing and self-regulating. This means that networks can take 
their own decisions based on their own rules. Political institutions can structure the network scope 
Laia Martinez: lamaap@ruc.dk   
 
17 
 
by defining network purposes or providing legal and financial frames, but they cannot command 
the actors. Although the role of the state is not supreme in networks, it can steer the networks 
indirectly. 
 Governance networks contribute to the production of a public purpose (set visions, values, plans, 
policies, rules and actions). 
 The relatively institutionalized framework of the governance network is where the interaction 
between the actors takes place. The institutional framework is constructed by the interaction 
patterns of the actors and conditions and guides the future network interactions.  
 Diversity of the actors is one of the core features of Governance Networks. The actors can be 
public or private depending on whether they come from government or not. Not all the actors of 
the network have the same importance. Normally the promoter and director, the actor that 
manages the process and acts as a broker is the most relevant (Rhodes, 1996; Torfing, 2007; Hans-
Klijn and Skelcher, 2007 and Dente, Bobbio and Spada, 2005). 
 
4.3. Multi-actor collaboration theory  
In the following section the theory of collaboration that covers the relational dimension of the 
actors is explained.  
 
Definition and characteristics of collaboration 
Collaboration can be defined as the process through which different actors can constructively 
explore the different aspects of a problem and search for solutions that they will not be able to 
offer alone (Gray, 1989), and as the process of working together within a specific time frame 
(Roberts and Bradley, 2010). Collaboration is not a rare form of interaction as we collaborate at 
work and in our personal lives. However collaboration raises a number of challenges that need to 
be taken into account in order to make collaboration work. Some of the challenges are the 
involvement of different people, multiple meetings over time (Strauss, 2002) and how to deal 
constructively with differences (Gray, 1989). Some collaborations are designed to exchange 
information, and others are designed to produce binding agreements, solve complex problems or 
provide creative solutions (Gray, 1989). Collaboration involves bringing the affected parts face to 
face in a meeting or in a series of meetings. Collaboration will usually take longer time than a 
traditional top-down approach, but it will accelerate the implementation process saving resources. 
In order to say that a collaborative process has been successful, participants must be satisfied with 
the process, with the relationships and with the results (Strauss, 2002). Collaboration involves 
negotiation of relationships and gives the possibility to restructure the rules of the actors´ 
interactions. Furthermore, power is shared in collaborative processes (Gray, 1989).  
Potentials of collaboration 
Collaborative action is necessary for organisations to plan, solve problems and make decisions. 
Ideas and solutions can be qualified and more easily through collaboration because people with 
the power to block the process become supportive. At the same time collaboration can help to 
tackle complex problems that escape from traditional solutions as they can be solved in different 
ways and in a manner in which different interests are represented. Collaboration is also seen as a 
strategy to find creative solutions meaning that there is a potential for generating innovative 
solutions. Collaboration can be applied to specific cases but it can also be anchored in the 
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organisations’ culture in order to cope better with changes (Strauss, 2002 and Gray, 1989). The 
relevance of collaboration relies in the emergent process as the arena where the actors have the 
possibility of dealing with problems. The process of collaboration is vital because it is where the 
actors confirm and regulate exchange (Gray, 1989 and March and Olsen, 1989).  
Coordination, cooperation and collaboration  
It is important to differentiate between collaboration on one side and cooperation and coordination 
on the other. In cooperation agreements the relations are informal and voluntary meaning that the 
ties between the actors are not strong. Normally cooperation is established to exchange 
information or expertise. In coordination the agreements are formal and the ties are bigger than in 
cooperation (Brown and Keast, 2003 and Gray, 1989 and Mandell and Keast, 2007). Collaborative 
arrangements are established when the cooperation and coordination modes fail to provide 
solutions because collaboration in networks leads to more innovative problem solving. 
Collaboration may include cooperation and/or coordination but must go beyond (Keast et al, 2004 
and Gray, 1989). Furthermore collaboration involves more risks than cooperation and 
coordination and is appropriate when participants are working in complex problems (Mandell and 
Keast, 2007). 
Drivers to collaboration 
In the following section the drivers of collaboration, according to Gray (1989) and Strauss (2002), 
are explained.  
 
 Involvement of relevant actors. The potential of collaboration relies on including people and not 
excluding them. It is hence necessary to establish a degree of openness and trust. For example, it is 
possible to involve the stakeholders with formal power to make decisions, those with the power to 
block a decision, those affected by the decision and those with relevant information and 
knowledge. 
 Trust. Collaborative and interactive processes are based on the actors’ interactions and 
determination to find common solutions (March and Olsen, 1989). Building trust among the actors 
is necessary to build up relationships (Gray, 1989). This can be done through formal and 
normative mechanisms. Examples of formal mechanisms can be laws and organisational hierarchy 
where the normative mechanisms are based on interpersonal interactions (Ring and van de Ven, 
1994).  
 Learning.  Collaboration is a skill that can be learned and improved over time and, to a certain 
degree, collaboration requires a learning process. Learning refers to redefinition of the problems 
(Gray, 1989) or the detection and correction of errors (March and Olsen, 1989). Learning is a 
characteristic of an adaptive organisation and a competence that all organisations should develop. 
Organisations are not the ones performing the acts for learning but, rather, the individuals acting 
as agents (Argyris, 1994). And last but not least, collaborative successes and failures provide 
important learning sources related to when collaboration can be best applied (Gray, 1989). 
 Ownership. Collaboration as a form of relation implies interdependence between the actors as it is 
based on the assumption that the solution produced will be collective and not individual. This 
means that the actors need each other in order to work together and that collaboration involves 
joint ownership of decisions (Gray, 1989).  
 Communication. A map of the collaboration process should be communicated to the actors 
involved in the process in order to reduce the level of uncertainty. In this way the actors can 
understand their role and in which phase they will be involved. 
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 Facilitation of the process. The figure of a facilitator or manager is crucial to enable the process 
(Gray, 1989). Collaborative processes need to be supported, promoted and enabled by the 
managers (Strauss, 2002). 
 
Barriers to collaboration 
The barriers to collaboration can be: disincentives to collaborate; limited resources, past 
relationships based on conflicts, power differences between the actors, different institutional 
cultures (Gray, 1989). Other barriers to collaboration can be zero-error culture, strong separation 
of politics and administration and bureaucratic silos (Sørensen and Torfing, 2011).   
 
4.4. Innovation management theory  
Innovation in the public sector requires more than the creation of new ideas. It requires managerial 
skills to transform the ideas into practice. However the capabilities to manage the process of 
innovation are underdeveloped because there is a lack in the understanding of the innovation 
process. The innovation managers need to know about the inputs necessary to achieve the 
expected outcomes and about how to manage the innovation process or the so called black box. A 
way to do this is to understand the reasons behind the innovation process and how the innovation 
process is unfolded (van de Ven, Angle and Poole, 2000: 3ff). Managing innovation is a crucial 
element in order to achieve desirable outcomes and outputs and to obtain successful innovations 
(Ansell and Gash, 2012). Innovation management can reduce the uncertainty of the innovation 
process (Van de Ven et al 1999) and can accelerate the innovation process (van de Ven, Angle and 
Poole, 2000).  
 
Innovation management is proposed as a new type of management whose focus is to lead the 
collaborative innovation processes (Torfing, 2012). The roles of the innovation manager are 
inspired by Ansell and Gash, 2012, Sørensen and Torfing, 2012 and Van de Ven et al, 1999. These 
roles are:   The initiator, the one who initiates the process, creates room for innovation and builds 
up the initial momentum. The facilitator refers to the person that mobilises resources, helps to 
overcome conflicts and facilitates collaboration. The critic is the one that understands that other 
ideas are needed in order to accomplish the process. The catalyst is the one that brings actors to 
work together, and brings new motivation and ideas to the process. From the managerial 
perspective the process of innovation in an organisation consists of motivating and coordinating 
people to create and implement new ideas (van de Ven, Angle and Poole, 2000).  
 
According to the logics of NPM (New Public Management), public managers are the ones 
responsible for innovation and efficiency (Aagaard, 2011). Within the NPM reforms politicians 
and public managers with responsibility on budgeting or on human resources are normally the 
ones engaged in driving NPM rationales. Innovation management is a broader concept giving the 
possibility to drive innovation with a broader spectrum of employees. The idea of innovation hero 
promoted with the NPM is shared by the vision of transformational leadership. The concept of 
innovation management, on the other hand, is closer with the team work ideas proposed by the 
post-transformational leadership (Parry and Bryman 2006 and Beinecke, 2009). Transformational 
leadership emphasises charismatic skills and focuses on formal leadership while post-
transformational leadership gives followers the possibility to become leaders too. In this way post-
transformational leadership focuses also in informal leadership (Parry and Bryman 2006). 
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Innovation management is not only concerned about the micro developments of the innovation 
process but also with the creation of a necessary macro structure needed to create, implement and 
spread innovation in the organisation. These include finding the necessary resources (education, 
money, etc.), finding the adequate governance structures and procedures and institutional values 
(van de Ven, Angle and Poole, 2000: 18). Furthermore the concept of innovation management 
embraces the hard elements of management characterized by effective management and goal 
setting and the soft elements of leadership characterized by vision, values and behaviours 
elements (Kanji and Moura e’Sa, 2001). 
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5. Methods 
This chapter explains the different methods used to collect the data in order to answer the problem 
formulation. The methods used are qualitative. Qualitative research stands in opposition to 
quantitative research and is normally used to know how things are done, said, experienced or 
developed (Brinkmann og Tanggaard, 2010). Qualitative research implicates ethical 
considerations because qualitative research often treats people’s personal lives and experiences 
and places them in the public arena (Brinkmann, 2010). 
  
5.1. Explorative case study with two embedded cases 
This study is designed as an explorative case study with two embedded cases. A case study is a 
research strategy of the social sciences that has the purpose of investigating a contemporary 
phenomenon within its real life context to identify causal relations (Yin, 1993 and Bryman, 2004) 
and identify and measure variables (George and Bennett, 2005). Furthermore a case study is a 
spatially delimited phenomenon providing single or multiple observations (Gerring, 2007). The 
main case study in this thesis is LUG, the new school strategy in the Gentofte Municipality. The 
embedded cases are VITO, a project made for children with two languages in the Bakkegård 
school and in the Youth school. The other embedded case is composed of two camps organised in 
two schools (Innovation Camp and Solution Camp). The cases studies are explorative meaning 
that their purpose is to explore and describe how innovation processes take place in the cases. The 
design of the case studies is illustrated in the following figure. 
 
 
 
Figure 4: Illustration of the case studies 
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Case Selection 
The cases are selected due to their relevance in the study of innovative and collaborative processes 
and in order to answer the problem formulation. LUG is selected because it involves actors from 
different levels in the school system: politicians, administrators, institutional leaders, teachers, 
parents and children. This case allows the study of how innovation is designed in different levels, 
how collaboration takes place and how innovation is managed from different managerial and 
leadership styles. VITO is chosen because it is an example of innovation through networks at a 
school level. The two camps are chosen as examples of how schools understand and work with 
innovation.  
5.2. Process tracing  
Process tracing is a method in social sciences to identify the causal mechanisms between the 
independent variable (x) and the dependent variable (y) in single cases (Beach and Pedersen, 2013 
and George and Bennett, 2005). Process tracing is used in this study to test the theory, generate 
observations within the cases and explain the outcomes of the case studies. The case studies are 
understood as innovative processes that took place in a specific period of time. Tracing the case 
variables over time has helped to find the causal relations between innovation, collaboration and 
innovation management.  
5.3. Interactive Research 
Interactive research is an innovative research strategy in which practitioners are actively involved 
in all research phases. Interactive research gives the practitioners the possibility to contribute with 
knowledge and experience (Sørensen, Sehested and Reff, 2011 and Kensen, 2007). It is based on 
trust, dialogue and communication (Ansell, 2007). In my research the actors involved in the case 
studies are co-producers of knowledge and not only passive objects. This means that during my 
research I have had meetings with some of the practitioners to talk about the case studies and the 
new activities initiated in the schools and the administration. Some practitioners have also read the 
papers and newspaper articles that I wrote about the case studies and have given feedback. 
Furthermore, my PhD colleague and I have organised seminars where we have presented our 
results and got comments. In this way the research has been updated with new information and 
qualified with the practitioners’ knowledge. Innovation processes are characterised by a degree of 
uncertainty and innovation can blossom in different contexts. For these reasons interactive 
research can help the researcher to identify innovation processes and relevant actors, thereby 
increasing the possibilities for studying innovation in the public sector.  One of the problems and 
limitations of establishing a close dialogue with the practitioners is that, if there is insufficient 
distance between the researcher and the practitioners, there is a risk of influencing the outcome to 
the point where the reality observed becomes a product of the research rather than the research 
becoming a consequence of the observed reality (Sørensen and Torfing, 2011). Interactive 
research also raises ethical considerations about the roles of the investigator and the  practitioners, 
and the relations between them. In traditional research the boundaries between researcher and the 
persons involved in the research are clear, whereas with new interactive research these boundaries 
are vaguer.  
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5.4. Collection of data 
The data collected for this thesis has the purpose to explore, define and justify the case study. The 
methods applied are: qualitative interviews, document analysis and observations. These qualitative 
methods are chosen to provide access to complex issues that are normally not covered by 
quantitative methods (Buckle, Dwyer and Jackson, 2009). Triangulation method refers to the 
collection of the data using different methods and sources in order to increase the validity and 
reliability of the study. In the following section the methods used to collect the data are explained.  
Qualitative interviews 
The main reason for conducting qualitative interviews has been to explore the field from the 
perspective of the actors involved in the case studies and, consequently, learn from their 
experiences. The type of qualitative interviews chosen for this study is semi structured because 
this type gives the possibility to ask open questions  and order them depending on the dynamics of 
the interview session (Kvale and Brinkmann, 2009). The total amount of interviews conducted is 
40 and the interviewees are politicians, strategic managers, administrators, school- and leaders and 
vice-leaders, labour unions, parents, teachers and students. One of the intentions of interviewing 
diverse actors in the school system was to incorporate different organisational levels and, in doing 
so, to better understand how innovation is understood and managed in a municipal context. The 
interviews have been conducted in collaboration with my PhD colleague following the snow ball 
method. The snow ball method has given us the possibility to get access to relevant actors in the 
case studies (Zølner, Rasmussen and Hansen, 2007).  
 
The starting point of the interviews was on the interview guide and the interview questions were 
elaborated and divided into categories based on theoretical assumptions. The questions asked were 
about the innovation (triggers, the actors involved in the cases, the design of the process and the 
drivers and barriers to innovation); collaboration (the institutional structure were collaboration 
takes place, the degree to which a relationship between the actors influenced innovation and the 
drivers and barriers to collaboration), and about innovation management (characteristics of the 
innovation manager, the different roles played by the actors and drivers and barriers to innovation 
management). Conducting the interviews has raised ethical considerations about how interviews 
will be used and about possible internal conflicts in the organization. The interviews have been 
carried out for research purposes only and I have made them anonymously in order to respect the 
interviewees’ opinions. The anonymity has made it possible to maintain the trust of the 
interviewees  and has allowed them to express their opinions freely. 
 
Document analysis  
Document analysis is a commonly used method in social sciences for collecting data and it is often 
used for policy analysis, institutional analysis and network analysis (Lynggard, 2010). I have used 
official policy briefs, documents and minutes from the Gentofte internal website to study and trace 
the cases. The purposes of this document analysis are to cover developments over time in the 
school area, to map the actors involved in the process and to contrast the information and 
knowledge gathered from the interviews.  
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Observations 
The observations made are based on formal meetings with the administration and the institutional 
leaders, the administration and labour unions, the politicians and the institutional leaders, as well 
as meetings with parents and students. The main purpose of the observations has been to see how 
the interactions and collaboration between the actors takes place, to observe the roles of the 
innovation managers and to contrast the information gathered in the interviews and documents.  
 
Data Codification 
The data has been coded according to the concepts mentioned in the theory and with the purpose 
to answer the problem formulation. This means that the knowledge and information gathered is 
related to how innovation processes were established, how collaboration took place and how 
innovation was managed in the case studies. The data codification was iterated several times in 
order to adjust the findings of the case studies to the theory and problem formulation.  
 
5.5. Validity  
Validity is a criteria used to evaluate the results of the investigation. It refers to the truth or 
correctness of the findings and depends on how the results are interpreted (Davies, 1999). Validity 
is also related to whether the study investigates what it claims to investigate. Internal validity 
refers to the issue of causality, or whether a conclusion that incorporates a causal relation between 
different variables holds water. For example if we argue that x causes y, we need to be sure that it 
is x that causes variation in y and not something else. External validity refers to whether the case 
study findings can be generalized to other research contexts or not (Bryman, 2004). The validity in 
the research has been ensured by incorporating different methods to collect the data. However, the 
internal validity could have been increased by conducting a survey to test the causal relations 
between the variables of the research.  
 
The external validity is complex because there are many external factors that influence the 
innovation process which, in turn, depends to a high degree on the view that the actors involved 
might have. E.g. the new national school reform has many similarities with the new school 
strategy in Gentofte and, as a result, the strategy in Gentofte might be partly influenced by the new 
national school reform. On the other hand, the national policy might also have strong influence 
from Gentofte because Gentofte’s strategy was initiated and finished before the national school 
reform. Furthermore, innovation processes depend on the contexts where they are nurtured, the 
actors involved in the processes and the methods applied to make innovation successful. This 
means that what is innovation in one context might not be possible to generalise in another 
context. Similarly, the results of the techniques applied and of the interactions between the actors 
involved in the case study cases could have been different in other contexts.  
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5.6. Reliability 
Reliability is also a criteria used in social sciences to evaluate and to test the results. It refers to the 
repeatability of the research findings or, simply, whether another researcher under the same 
circumstances would have made the same observations leading to the same conclusions (Davies, 
1999 and Bryman, 2004). As previously mentioned, studying innovative processes is not easy as, 
amongst other things, interviewees introduce a level of uncertainty and vagueness when, for 
example, they talk about how things were done or who was engaged in carrying out the tasks. This 
problem has been minimised by interviewing as many actors involve in the same process as 
possible and by contrasting the information from the interviews with documents and observations. 
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6. Introduction to the case studies 
In the following section the case studies are briefly described and contextualised. Additionally, the 
type of innovation done in the case studies is explained. The research question for this section is: 
What are the main features of the cases? 
 
6.1. LUG 
LUG is the new school strategy in Gentofte and is this thesis’ umbrella case. It started in 2009 and 
took over the previous strategy named SKUB. The implementation of LUG will finish in 2014. 
LUG started in 2009, its implementation will finish in 2014 and it replaces the older school 
strategy SKUB (skoleudviklings- og udbygningsprojekt). LUG builds on previous experiences 
(strategic manager 2). The previous school strategy focused on how children learn the best and on 
how to build the physical frame of the schools in accordance with the learning practices. The 
experiences from last strategy show that children learn according to their individual potential and, 
most importantly, that teachers need to approach each child differently. LUG is also focused on 
the children’s learning, but with more emphasis on a different way of making learning a 
responsibility of not only the teachers, but also of the parents, the administrators and the labour 
unions (politician 1, strategic manager 4 and school leader 6).  
 
SKUB introduced the idea of emphasizing the schools’ uniqueness and on creating competition 
between the schools (strategic manager 2) whereas LUG has the intention to create reflexion and 
dialogue among the schools and finish with the silo thinking (strategic manager 3). These ideas are 
illustrated in the following quotations: “SKUB framed the development on each school. SKUB 
introduced a tradition of managing schools individually and in competition” (strategic manager 2) 
and “with SKUB the work used to be centred on developing the ‘unique school’, where each 
school should be singular and be developed differently from the others. Now we work to establish 
common spaces in which to reflect and in which to interpret in common the vision for ‘Learning 
without borders” (strategic manager 3). The realisation process of the strategy took around one 
and a half years. This period is longer than usual because the administration wanted to involve 
politicians, institutional leaders and parents in the process. In this way politicians had a better idea 
of the challenges and necessities in the institutional level and institutional leaders and parents had 
more ownership and motivation (strategic manager 4). This idea is illustrated in the following 
quote: “When we started LUG, we involved the school boards and the parents to make decisions. 
It took about one and a half years. It was a process of transformation. It took an additional 5 
months to create the political support. Now the major can quote LUG. It therefore started at an 
institutional level and it then progressed to a political level. It is very important to create 
ownership” (strategic manager 4). 
 
The focus of LUG on making learning a common responsibility seems to have inspired the 
national project ‘Ny Nordisk Skole’ (New Nordic School) initiated by the minister of children and 
education (børne- og undervisningsminister), Christine Antorini. Ny Nordisk Skole also involves a 
transformative process based on the necessity of reforming and changing the educational system 
with the purpose of improving it (Ministeriet for Børn og Undervisning, 2012). In the new 
strategy, ‘learning’ is understood as a broader concept than ‘teaching’. While teaching 
traditionally takes place in the classrooms and in the schools, learning does not have location 
limitations (politician 1 and strategic manager 2). This means that learning can take place inside 
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and outside of the school. If the concept of learning is expanded to refers to a child’s general 
education, it reaches a level in which different professional groups share a common purpose and 
are required to work closer. This line of thinking allows teachers and educators to find new ways 
of conceptualising the schools and the education.  
 
6.2. VITO  
VITO is this thesis’ first embedded case. It is the project that the Gentofte municipality has for 
children with two languages. This project started in 2008 with the necessity of finding new 
solutions for children with two languages in the Bakkegård school and the Youth school. VITO is 
understood in the organisation as one of the first innovative projects in schools area (school leader 
1 and 10) 
 
6.3. The Camps 
The two camps are this thesis’ last embedded cases. The first one is the Innovation Camp and the 
second one is the Solution Camp. These camps have many similarities because they were the first 
innovative experiences that these schools participated in. Both camps were lasted 48 hours, were 
carried out in the schools and involved teachers, parents and students in order to find innovative 
solutions. The Innovation Camp was hold in the Skvorgård school in the summer of 2011, while 
the Solution Camp took place in the Ordrup school in the autumn of 2012. 
 
6.4. Type of innovation in the case studies  
LUG can be characterised as a strategy with a primary focus on process innovation and 
organisational innovation (school leader 1, strategic manager 2 and 3) because the strategy is 
mainly about new procedures (Becker and Whistler, 1967) and new ways of organising activities 
(Halvorsen, 2005). LUG started as a process to find out new ways of understanding the teaching 
and learning in the schools. However the creation and implementation of new ideas affects the 
structure of the administration and the schools, calling for organisational changes (strategic 
manager 2 and 3).  The type of innovation in VITO is a mix of a process innovation and 
organisational innovation. Process innovation because the project started as a process where new 
ideas were brain stormed and implemented. Organisational innovation because diverse activities 
were organised in a new way. A example of this innovation was a trip to Berlin in which students 
got to know to each other and created new ideas. The two camps are also considered a mix 
between process and organisational innovation because new ideas were created during the 48 
hours on one hand, and because they represent examples of new ways of involving parents, 
teachers and children and new ways of organising activities in the schools on the other hand. The 
cases studied in this thesis have characteristics of both types of innovations, so it is sometimes 
complex to determine which type of innovation they represent. In all cases, however, innovation 
involved processes in which different actors were involved to create innovative solutions and 
organising activities in a new way.   
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7. Analysis 
In the following section the data and the findings of the case studies are explained and analysed in 
connection with the research questions and theories. The research questions reflect and help to 
answer the problem formulation by structuring the analysis of the three cases. The cases are LUG, 
VITO and the two innovation camps. LUG is the umbrella case for the other cases and the analysis 
and data is hence more extensive. The analysis of the cases is divided in three parts: innovation, 
collaboration and innovation management. The triggers, initiators, drivers and barriers to 
innovation have different meanings. The triggers refer to the motives and reasons to innovate and 
have a connection with the purposes to innovate. The initiators refer to the persons or group of 
persons that introduce innovation or the idea to innovate. And the drivers and barriers refer to the 
factors that increase or reduce the potential of innovation. The following table illustrates the 
operationalization of theory in the analysis of the case studies.  
Table 1: Operationalization of the theory in the analysis 
Research questions Analytical 
concepts 
Operationalization of the 
concepts 
Case studies Organisational 
level 
How is innovation 
triggered and 
designed in the three 
cases in the school 
system in Gentofte? 
What are the drivers 
and barriers to 
innovation in the 
three cases? 
 
Innovation in 
the public 
sector 
Triggers of innovation 
Design of innovation in the 
cases (inputs, initiators of 
innovation and actors involved 
in the cases, understating of 
innovation and effects of 
innovation) 
Drivers and barriers to 
innovation 
Main case: 
LUG 
Embedded 
cases: VITO, 
Innovation 
Camp and 
Solution Camp 
Political 
Central 
administration 
Decentralised 
administration 
To what extent is 
collaboration 
spurring innovation 
and creating the 
necessity for 
innovation 
management? 
What are the drivers 
and barriers to 
collaboration? 
 
Governance 
networks 
 
Multi-actor 
collaboration 
 
Structural dimension of 
collaboration 
Relational dimension of 
collaboration 
Type of collaboration 
Drivers and barriers to 
collaboration 
Main case: 
LUG 
Embedded 
cases: VITO, 
Innovation 
Camp and 
Solution Camp 
Political 
Central 
administration 
Decentralised 
administration 
How does 
management 
contribute to enhance 
collaboration and 
innovation? 
What are the drivers 
and barriers to 
innovation 
management? 
 
Innovation 
management 
Innovation management as a 
factor in innovation and 
collaboration 
 
Drivers and barriers to 
innovation management 
Main case: 
LUG 
Embedded 
cases: VITO, 
Innovation 
Camp and 
Solution Camp 
 
Political 
Central 
administration 
Decentralised 
administration 
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7.1. LUG 
In the following section LUG is explained in connection with innovation, collaboration and 
innovation management.  
7.1.1.  Innovation 
In this section we use the case studies to analyse the triggers behind innovation, the design of 
innovation and the drivers and the barriers to innovation. The research questions are: How is 
innovation triggered and designed in LUG? What are the drivers and barriers to innovation in 
LUG? 
Triggers of innovation 
 Improving the existing policies and services. One of the primary motivations to innovate in the 
schooling system in the municipality is a persistent wish of politicians, managers, administrators, 
school leaders, teachers and parents to improve the existing policies and services (politician 1, 
strategic managers 1-4, teacher 1, parent 1 and vice school leader 8). This idea is illustrated in the 
following quote: “In Gentofte Municipality we have been told that innovation is the way forward 
to solve some of the challenges of the future. We must improve, and one way of improving is to 
think innovatively” (entrepreneur3). The strategic managers of BUF are very ambitious regarding 
LUG because they would like to devise policies based on wishes. This idea is illustrated in the 
following quotation: “I would really like to have ourselves trained in making innovation not on 
burning platforms alone, but also on burning wishes” (strategic manager 1).  
 
This trigger is understood and spoken of throughout the whole organisation. The purpose of the 
trigger is to improve the children’s learning and their school results (politician 1, strategic 
manager 1 and 4, vice school leader 8 and 10, innovation agent 2 and parent 1) and to do things 
more effectively (strategic manager 1). The children’s school results have always been a priority 
for politicians, teachers, school leaders and most importantly, for parents. In the Gentofte 
municipality the children’s score in various national tests are among the best in Denmark, but the 
ambition of the politicians is still to improve the schools’ existing conditions (politician 1 and 
school leader 6). LUG illustrates the wish to improve the existing quality of the school system in 
Gentofte. The existence of LUG creates a pressure in the organisation to innovate and find new 
solutions (strategic manager 1 and 4 and school leader 7).  
 
 Wicked problem about increased expenditure pressure in public schools: The public school 
system is managed at a municipal level and is financed by the municipal tax revenue (income 
taxes). That means that it is therefore in competition with other municipal service areas. Private 
schools, on the other hand, receive from the state a fixed grant per child. This amount is primarily 
financed through a per-child government tax in each municipality. Private schools also have the 
opportunity to collect fees from the parents. The tendency points at wealthy parents moving their 
children to private schools thus leaving public schools with children from families with fewer 
economic resources available (politician 1, strategic manager 3 and 4). This is illustrated in the 
following quotation: “if you lose a pupil then you receive 40.000 kr. less… and if you attract more 
pupils then you get more money. This is how the schools are motivated to keep the children in 
school instead of sending them to special schools and such things. We work to attract children 
                                                          
3  Intrapreneur refers to the internal employees that seek to create and catalyse innovation.  
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from private schools and from other municipalities” (school leader 6). From a public schooling 
perspective this can create a negative spiral if the wealthier children are assumed to be easier and 
cheaper to educate.  In LUG, the parents are described as partners and not merely as customers 
that pay taxes for getting some expected educational services. This means that the aim of the 
strategy is not to lower the quality or to allocate more resources, but to change the conditions in 
which children are educated. As a result, LUG does not only attempt to change the educational 
services and the routines behind the school system (second order of change), but it tries to 
transform the policy objectives and the understanding of the problems (3rd order of change).  
 
To conclude, there is clearly a perceived necessity for innovation not only because of a political 
wish to perform better than before, but also for economic reasons. The perception of necessity is 
broadly recognised throughout the organisation; from strategic managers to the institutional 
leaders and the innovation agents.  
 
Design of innovation  
In the following section the design of innovation in LUG is explained and analysed. The design of 
innovation refers to the inputs, initiators and actors involved in the case, as well as to how 
innovation is perceived in the organisation.  
Inputs  
The human resources department in the Gentofte municipality has been working with innovation 
since 2003 and the municipal direction team has been interested on it since the beginning. The 
municipal direction has organised together with the Human Resources department a course about 
innovation for managers. The course is part of the 2009-2011 program and was mandatory for all 
managers in the municipality and the institutional leaders across the administrations. In this way, 
the innovation training that the direction in the municipality initiated created a common 
framework for innovation and anchored innovation practices in the organisation. One of the 
requirements of the course was that the participants should work together with a partner 
(preferably from another administration) and should develop an innovative project. The innovation 
agenda and the management courses in Gentofte have hence developed in parallel with the 
development of LUG.  
The innovation discourse has progressively acquired importance across administrations in the 
municipality and since, 2012 the municipality has been working more systematically with 
innovation in the different policy areas. Furthermore the directors of the administrations are trying 
to spread innovation in different organisational levels through other canals than the management 
team (innovation agent 2). For some of the interviewed persons on the course this came as an 
excellent opportunity to get knowledge on innovation and to develop innovative ideas and projects 
in the school (vice school leader 3). However other interview persons mention that the course was 
not sufficiently theoretical and that they did not learn so much, because they were not interested in 
interacting with professionals from outside BUF (vice school leader 6). Another group of 
respondents did not attend the course because of time pressure and did not acquire the innovation 
competences (vice school leader 9 and 10 and school leader 5,8 and 9). 
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Among the different public administrations, BUF has a tradition of incorporating and establishing 
changes in the organisation, and of thinking and managing beyond a silo organisation and beyond 
the typical BUF responsibilities. An illustrative example is that BUF was the administration that 
was most engaged in organising the innovation agent course for the entire municipality staff. 
Innovation was a main focus and most staff attending the course came from BUF and the 
schooling institutions (innovation agent 2, strategic manager 1 and 3). Hence, from an 
organisational point of view BUF engaged in the work of innovation fully. Some of the people 
attending the innovation agent course had little experience with innovation and engaged in the 
course with great interest in learning more about innovation. They also took up the challenge to 
develop and implement creative ideas in the form of new projects (innovation agent 2, 3 and 6).  
However, those with experience with innovation quickly found the course too practical and not 
providing them with new innovation skills (innovation agent 4).The requirement to attend the 
course was to develop an innovative project for the organisation to implement (innovation agent 1 
and 2). According to several interviewees, some projects have been successful and have later been 
approved for implementation by the institutional leaders. Other projects have not been approved 
by the institutional leaders, among other things because of staff resistance to change (innovation 
agent 2). The resistance to new ideas is hence to find on different levels of the organisation, but 
also as a filter of ensuring quality. Different interviews reflect problems in the implementation, 
like, for an example, that the roles of the innovation agents in the schools and in relation to the 
implementation of LUG were not clear (innovation agent 1 and vice school leader 3). 
Gentofte municipality and the strategic managers in BUF have set innovation as a cutting edge 
strategy to find new solutions. The different innovation courses need to be understood as the 
efforts that the organisation does in order to anchor innovation at different levels. Furthermore, the 
courses can be interpreted as attempts to create and insert a culture of innovation. The courses 
have two common features: that collaboration plays an important role in working with innovation, 
and that innovation is practically understood as a project.  
Innovation Initiators and actors involved in the case 
From the interviews it is difficult to find a single actor responsible for introducing innovation in 
the Gentofte school system for the first time. In general terms innovation was introduced in LUG 
by the politicians because they were not satisfied with the existing policies (strategic managers 1-4 
and politician 1) and by the strategic managers to obtain more effective results (strategic 
managers 1-4 and school leader 10). Politicians have introduced the discourse that things can be 
done differently. Innovation came to the political agenda of the Children and School Committee, 
once they realised that the municipality was not doing enough for the children’s learning 
(politician 1). The strategic managers have created the frames for working with innovation in the 
organisation and in the institutions (strategic manager 4).  
Politicians have set concrete purposes for the realisation of LUG but have let the ways of 
achieving it open to diversification and up to the school leaders (politician 1, strategic manager 1 
and 2). This idea is illustrated in the following quotation: “LUG is a political vision with firm 
points and demands, but when it comes to methodical questions of how to do it, the different 
actors must find out themselves how to fit it into their different cultures” (politician 1). The 
openness in the realisation of the strategy can be interpreted positively as a signal of trust to the 
administration and to the school leaders. This point is illustrated in the following quotation: ”It 
reassures us to be able to think new ideas without stalling because of existing rules. We also find 
Laia Martinez: lamaap@ruc.dk   
 
32 
 
it encouraging to be able to try new things knowing that they want to back you up” (school leader 
6). This, however, also raises expectations for the administration and especially to the school 
leaders to find new and innovative solutions (school leader 7, strategic manager 1- 4 and politician 
1). The high expectations are illustrated in the following quotation: “It has been difficult for the 
school leaders. They fear that innovation has to happen tomorrow” (strategic manager 4). In 
general, administration and schools would like to innovate, but innovation is a new territory being 
explored and innovation across professions and groups has certain limitations because of cultural 
differences. 
Institutional leaders are considered central actors in the process, because they are responsible to 
initiate and drive innovation on the schools. The administration is also involved in the initial 
process as they are in contact with the schools and are able to detect the innovation potential in the 
schools. The administration´s responsibility is to ensure that the schools have enough resources to 
innovate and to establish contacts between the schools (vice school leader 3 and intrapreneur 1). 
BUF has competent inntrapreneurs with sufficient experience to provoke and initiate innovation. 
The role of these inntrapreneurs is very interesting; because they are between the strategic 
managers and the institutional leaders catalysing innovation and encouraging things to happen in 
an innovative way.  
Teachers are responsible of innovating new ways in which pupils learn and of proposing new 
ideas and projects. Parents are also involved in LUG as they play an important role when it comes 
to the creation of new learning environments for their children. For many of the schools involving 
parents as co-creators of the learning strategy is a new approach. Pupils also play a new role in the 
process because, according to the new strategy, they are also put at the ‘centre’ as co-creators. 
Labour unions are also part of the process to legitimate innovation within different professional 
groups and to create formal arrangements for collaboration. In the case study there are further 
external actors like the ministries, my PhD colleague and myself. To conclude, it is possible to 
say that innovation processes in LUG that produce organisational change occur primarily at the 
decentralised administration level. 
Understanding of innovation  
Strategic leaders have been loyal to politicians and have taken and passed the “innovation ball” 
through the different organisational levels. A strategy of the top managers is to anchor innovation 
in the organisation by framing discourses and investing in innovation training programs (strategic 
manager 1 and 2 and innovation agent 2). An example of this is how the strategic managers design 
innovation courses in the administration to promote innovation in different levels of the 
organisation. In this way innovation is understood as a competency (kompetenceudvikling) for 
administrators, institutional leaders and employees. Innovation in LUG is understood as a top 
down process that starts from the strategic managers and politicians and where institutional 
leaders have to find new solutions and projects at the school level. However, innovation at the 
school level is achieved through collaboration and has a bottom up approach where different 
projects are blooming from employees. This is particularly interesting because the theory only 
deals with top down and bottom up innovations and no hybrids. The innovation ball is taken by 
the institutional leaders who initiate innovation processes at the school level in collaboration with 
parents, children and labour unions. The idea is to collaborate and inspire each other to drive 
innovation (politician 1, strategic manager 4 and labour union 1). 
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Many innovation agents see their contribution to innovation in the school via a project, but once 
the innovative project is done they expect to come back to their routines (innovation agents 1, 3, 5, 
6 and school leaders 6, 7 and 8). The innovation agents have acquired innovation competences that 
could be used more strategically by the institutional leaders or strategic managers. Although some 
innovation agents have little innovation experience, there is a potential for a better and broader 
spreading of the practice of innovation in the schools. Spreading successful stories of innovation 
in the schools and in the organisation can motivate others to innovate (school leader 10). This does 
not mean that less successful stories should not be told in order to learn from mistakes.  
One observation after conducting the interviews is that innovation is understood differently among 
the actors involved in the innovative processes depending on their level in the organisation. At 
higher levels of the organisation the understanding of innovation is more theoretical, while in the 
middle and institutional levels the understanding of innovation is more normative and practical. In 
general, administrators and institutional leaders speak of innovation normatively and not 
descriptively. This means that innovation is understood as an increase of public value 
(entrepreneur 1, vice school leader 3, 5, 7 and 8 and school leader 9). This is reflected in the way 
that the municipality defines innovation:”…to develop and transform new and original ideas in 
praxis in such a way, that they create added value for the citizens and users” (Gentofte´s 
definition of innovation). However the results of innovation can be both positive and negative. 
The normative way of understanding innovation that the school leaders and administrators have 
contrasts with the descriptive understanding of innovation proposed by the theory. 
Furthermore, school leaders, vice school leaders, teachers and parents speak of innovation as 
“doing things in a new way” (school leader 2 and 10,  vice school leader 2 and 7 and intrapreneur 
1); “to do something creative to improve the quality of the existing praxis” (school leader and vice 
school leader 2); as “a new way of thinking” and “thinking out of the box” (school leader 7,8, 9 
and 10, vice school leader 8 and 9,  innovation agent 2, teacher 1, parent 1). Yet innovation is 
generally understood as a “method to achieve results and not as a goal in itself” (school leader 1 
and 8, vice school leader 8, innovation agent 3 and intrapreneur 1). Innovation is therefore seen as 
a descriptive method to achieve a desired normative  result. This idea is illustrated in the following 
quotation: “When I think about innovation it should not just be to create a change but it should 
also mean to do it“ (school leader). Many institutional leaders have no practical experience with 
innovation and many are afraid of failing to initiate innovation (school leader 1 and 7, vice school 
leader 1 and 10) and they feel a pressure on them to innovate and deliver results (politician 1, 
strategic managers 1-4).  
Innovation is also being institutionalised by creating room for dialogue in the schools and in 
collaboration with other schools (school leader 3 and 9, vice school leader 3 and 9, innovation 
agent 1 and 4). This is partly because the innovation agenda has created the necessity among the 
institutional leaders to get closer to each other in order to share experiences (strategic leader 1, 
school leader 10, vice school leader 10, innovation agent 2- 4). For example, many schools are 
incorporating collaborative learning as a way to create more dialogue between the teachers and 
the pupils (school leader 3, 8 and 9, vice school leader 3). Other schools are creating teacher teams 
in a more open, reflective and interactive manner, escaping from a hierarchical and controlling 
structure (school leader 3 and 7 and vice school leader 3 and 7).  In this sense, innovation is 
understood as a network practice where different actors collaborate to exchange ideas (school 
leader 1 and 8, vice school leader 7 and innovation agent 5). There is a general idea that 
innovation is initiated when there is a necessity (school leader 1, 9 and 10 and vice school leader 
3): “being hungry makes a good initiator” (school leader 9). Despite that, politicians and strategic 
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managers have particular expectations regarding the outputs and outcomes of innovation: to find 
new ways of learning for the children, to motivate them, make them responsible for their own 
education and to improve the results of the pupils. As a result, they are open about how the 
innovative processes take place and, are not only aware of the main innovative projects that the 
schools have initiated or are planning to initiate, but also know that they want to go even further 
than that. They purposely want to create an innovative culture instead of just creating an 
organisation operating with innovative projects (politician 1). 
Innovation at the institutional level is often understood as a project (school leader 2 and 8, vice 
school leader 2 and 8 and innovation agent 4). And the innovation culture is still far away from 
being achieved: “We are not thinking yet of innovation as a culture…the idea behind the 
innovation camp was more to create a picture of what innovation could be” (vice school leader 7). 
There is a potential for innovation agents to help in the spreading of innovation around the 
organisation and to help in the creation of an innovation culture (innovation agent 2). The 
innovation projects at the institutional level have different purposes: to bring closer teachers and 
educators and motivate them to collaborate (school leader 1, vice school leader 5 and innovation 
management 4); to create value for the children (vice school leader 2 and 8) and to create a new 
learning environment and methods (school leader 2, innovation agent 4, 3, 6, 1). According to the 
interviewees, the strategic managers in BUF see innovation as a way to challenge the schools to 
find new solutions. They therefore expect frustration and mistakes from the school leaders 
(strategic manager 1, 2 and 4). The strategic managers assume that school teachers will help drive 
change and lead innovation. They also expect the administration´s role to offer help with 
allocating resources, coaching and strengthening reflection and dialogue. The strategic managers 
agree that taking calculated risks is important in order to enhance innovation and that the networks 
in the organisation can move the organisation away from NPM and drive innovation (strategic 
managers 1-4). The idea of taking risks is also shared by institutional leaders and innovation 
agents (school leader 1 and 10, innovation agent 1 and 4). Among the strategic managers there is a 
debate on whether to get involved in innovation processes, and on whether leaving room for 
innovation ensures better results than driving the processes.  
Both politicians and strategic managers prefer to delegate innovation to the institutional level of 
the organisation rather than getting involved in the process (politician 1, strategic managers 1-4, 
school leader 1 and vice school leader 1). This idea is illustrated in the following quotations: “We 
try to push the complexity down in the organisation by involving employees in the processes and 
by taking difficult decisions rapidly and pushing complexity down to the employees” (strategic 
manager 1); “School leaders are the primary agents of change” (strategic manager 2) and “The 
school leaders are responsible for innovation. The role of the administration is to inspire and to 
follow up” (politician 1). However, there is a broad consensus at the institutional level that 
managing innovation is important to make innovation happen (school leader 1, 2 and 7 and vice 
school leader 2, 7 and 8) and that innovation requires a new type of management (strategic 
manager 3 and 4, vice school leader 7 and 10 and school leader 10). Institutional leaders see this 
new type of management as being more present (school leader 1, 2 and 7 and vice school leader 
10), as being necessary in order to initiate, inspire and motivate to innovate (school leader 1 and 
vice school leader 8) and as a mechanism to provoke an innovation that does not happen on itself 
(innovation agent 4 and school leader 8).  
In LUG the innovation game requires different levels of involvement in the organisation. The 
strategic managers, for example, cannot innovate and take risks if the politicians do not accept the 
possibility of mistakes (strategic manager 1). Furthermore, innovation takes place at different 
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levels: pupils, teachers, institutional leaders, politicians, strategic managers and parents (vice 
school leader 9, president of the school board 1 and school leader 8). However, politicians and 
institutional leaders seem to be the most active in driving innovation (president of the school 
board 1 and strategic manager 1-4) and innovation does not seem to be initiated from the 
administration level (president school board 1). Furthermore, innovation seems to be difficult to 
implement because it is difficult to translate the theory of innovation into praxis (school leader 7, 
9 and 10). Innovation is complex because many unplanned things can happen during the process 
(intrapreneur 1 and school leader 6) and because innovation requires openness and flexibility 
(school leader 1 and 7, vice school leader 8 and president of the school board 1). Although 
innovation and development are two words with different meanings (vice school leader 2 and 10 
and innovation agent 2), in practice innovation in the school system is understood as development 
(innovation agent 2). This idea is illustrated in the words of an innovation agent: “Gentofte 
municipality has a tradition for developing, and innovation is broadly understood as the 
development of the employees’ competences” (innovation agent 2).  
Last but not least, innovation is understood in LUG as a way of involving parents, teachers, 
educators, students, politicians, strategic managers, administrators and labour unions (politician 1, 
strategic managers 1-4, parent 1, president of school board 1, innovation agent 1-4, school leaders 
1-10, vice school leaders 1-10 and intrapreneur 1). This means that innovation requires more 
collaboration between (and within) the different organisational levels to reduce the silo thinking. 
According to the theory, the idea of involvement can be understood as a way of reducing 
organisational fragmentation. This is something that was not possible with the differentiation of 
tasks promoted by NPM (Osborne, 2010 and Christensen and Lægreid, 2007). In other words, 
innovation in the cases appears as a way of bringing different actors together. To conclude on the 
above the the understanding of innovation varies according to the level within the organization. It 
is important for the organisation to create a story of innovation at the different organisational 
levels. The politicians and strategic leaders are less normative in their understanding of innovation 
than the institutional leaders and administrators. While innovation is broadly anchored in the 
minds of political and strategic leaders, it is more diffused on the institutional level. Innovation is 
understood as a new way of thinking and as a practice that leads to the creation of new projects. In 
general, schools understand innovation as a method to improve existing practices and as a way to 
involve employees and children in a more active fashion. A way of tracing innovation in the 
schools is to detect organisational changes in the structure of the schools and identify new 
methods and processes (e.g. collaborative learning practices and the new teacher teams).  
Effects of innovation in the organization 
LUG is an ongoing process that is planned to finish at the end of 2014. This means that the effects 
analyzed only covers a part of the duration of LUG (from October 2011-December 2012) where 
the full impact is yet to be seen. Nevertheless, the effect that innovation is having in the school 
system can be seen in the new ways in which BUF is organized, the new processes established, the 
new structures created and the new methods used to improve teaching and learning in the schools. 
Innovation does not only create the necessity to re-conceptualize the existing practices and to 
create new projects, but it also creates the necessity to develop new organizational structures that 
help to implement and drive innovation. This is done by involving more the parents, teachers and 
pupils and by creating platforms for collaboration and dialogue. The involvement and 
collaboration of the different actors in the school system also creates a new type of management 
with new roles. Furthermore, innovation in LUG creates the necessity for collaboration across 
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levels. The effect that innovation is having on the actors involved in LUG is the creation of new 
roles and competences for leaders, managers, employees, parents and children.  
In summary, the administration invests resources to initiate and and anchor innovation within the 
organization. Furthermore, innovation agents have been trained to spread innovation in the 
schools. Innovation came to the organization’s agenda because politicians and strategic managers 
wanted to improve the quality of the teaching and to solve problems in a new way. However the 
institutional leaders are seen as the ones finally responsible for creating and implementing 
innovation in the schools.  
Drivers and barriers to innovation 
One of the main innovation drivers is the involvement of the different actors in the innovation 
process through open and real dialogue (school leader1, 7 and 9, politician 1, innovation agent 5 
and strategic manager 1, 2 and 4). This driver is illustrated in the following quotation: ”If we want 
innovation in this school to be successful, then we must involve the pupils and their parents. 
Parents must understand what we do or they might have difficulties backing it up. When we 
mention innovation, there will always be someone saying ‘ok - when are we going to learn 
something?’ Collaboration with the school board is also extremely important.”(school leader 7).  
Networks are also considered a driver because they have the potential to gather different actors to 
work together (strategic manager 1, school leader 7 and vice school leader 7) and because they can 
help to create a common understanding and to share knowledge (president of the school board 1 
and vice school leader 7).  
 
Collaboration is seen as a driver because it gives motivation and will (lyst) to innovate (school 
leader 1, vice school leader 5, innovation agent 2 and politician 1). This driver is illustrated in the 
following quotation:” Collaboration with others is determinant to make innovation a success. 
Collaboration gives energy and motivation (lyst)” (innovation agent 2). Management and 
facilitation of the innovation processes are also seen as important drivers (school leader 7, vice 
school leader 7 and 8, intrapreneur, innovation agent 2, 3 and 5 and de central leader 1). Other 
drivers are trust (school leader 6, vice school leader 8, president school board 1), flexibility (school 
leader 8, vice school leader 8, innovation agent 5) and motivation (school leader 5 and 7, vice 
school leader 7, innovation agent 2, strategic manager 1, de central leader 1 and intrapreneur 1).  
 
The barriers to innovation are lack of innovation management (school leader 2 and 7, vice school 
leader 7 and 8, intrapreneur 1, innovation agent 2, 3 and 5 and de central leader 1). Lack of 
involvement of the managers in the innovation processes (school leader 1, vice school leader 1). 
Too much control and steering from the managers and lack of ownership from the employees 
(school leader 1 and 7 and vice school leader 8). Lack of support from the managers (innovation 
agent 1 and 3). Competition between the schools due the lack of a collaboration culture (strategic 
manager 2 and 3). This last barrier is exemplified in this quotation: “Earlier, the work was centred 
on developing the unique school (SKUB4), where each school should be unique and develop 
differently from the others. Now the work focuses on establishing common rooms of reflections, 
where you can interpret the vision LUG in common. It is the mix of NPM and the establishment of 
a new model of management” (strategic manager 3). Other barriers are lack of collaboration 
between different groups such as parents, teachers and educators and the cultural clashes 
between these groups (vice school leader 5 and president of  the school board 1). Not having 
                                                          
4 The school strategy previous to LUG  
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enough time (vice school leader 6, school leader 7 and 8, innovation agent 1 and 2) and not having 
enough flexibility (president school board 1). Organisational and structural barriers (intrapreneur 
1, school leader 8, vice school leader 7); old routines  (innovation agent 1 and 3) like, for example, 
thinking innovation as traditional projects (innovation agent 4) and the insecurity of the innovation 
process (innovation agent 1 and 4 and intrapreneur 1).  
 
The conceptual transformation from ‘teaching’ to ‘learning’ in LUG challenges not only the 
existing norms and routines in the schools culture, but also the logic of appropriateness5 of the 
parents, the children, the politicians, the central administration and the respective labour unions. It 
is possible to conclude that the drivers and barriers to innovation are confirmed by the theory, so 
there are no surprises as regards to what drives and hinders innovation. In general, the drivers to 
innovate appear as a barrier when they are not present like, for example, management vs. lack of 
management and collaboration vs. lack of collaboration.  
 
7.1.2. Collaboration 
This section analyses to what extend collaboration drivers innovation in LUG, to which extend 
collaboration requires management and what are the main drivers and barriers to collaboration. 
Collaboration is analysed in two dimensions. The first one is concerned with the structure where 
collaboration takes places and the second one covers the relational level between the actors 
involved in the innovation processes. The research questions for this section are: To what extent is 
collaboration spurring innovation and creates the necessity for innovation management in LUG? 
And what are the drivers and barriers to collaborate?  
Introduction 
There is a collaborative tradition in the Gentofte school system (vice school leader 6 and labour 
union 1) but LUG, the new school vision, clearly calls for more collaboration (politician 1, 
strategic managers 1-4 and school leader 6). First of all the new vision understands the parents as 
co-producers and active actors responsible of the pupils’ education (intrapreneur 1, school leader 
6, politician 1, strategic managers 1-4 and president school board 1). This is reflected in the 
following quotations: “The parents are included at the time of discussing values instead of just 
being used to paint buildings” (school leader 1) and “The fact that the employees, the parents and 
the politicians have written themselves into the strategy and now play an important role in the 
strategy is a new concept. This responsibility is something new for the employees and parents” 
(vice school leader 3). LUG requires more collaboration between the schools and parents 
(politician 1, school leader 9, vice school leader 9, president school board 1 and parent 1). 
Additionally, the paradigm shift from teaching to learning that is seen in LUG gives the educators 
the possibility to get more involved in the children’s learning in collaboration with the teachers 
(politician 1, school leader 6, strategic manager 4 and intrapreneur 1).  
The new procedures, ideas and organisational activities that LUG promotes emphasise 
collaboration as a means to achieve innovation and as a means to reduce the complexity and 
uncertainty of innovation (school leader 6, intrapreneur 1 and innovation agent 2). This idea is 
                                                          
5 Logic of appropriateness can be understood as perceptions of what is seen as the most appropriate in a given situation 
that regulates behavior (Nielsen, 2005). 
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reflected in the following quotations: “It is stated in LUG that we must involve the parents, the 
leaders, the employees etc… It gives a great sensation of ownership if they all support the 
achievement of these results.” (strategic manager 4) and “According to LUG, learning is part of 
being together” (politician 1).   
Structural dimension of collaboration 
According to the theory, collaboration can be defined as the process of working together to find 
out creative and common solutions. In LUG, the actors collaborate because they cannot achieve 
the expected results alone and because they do not have enough resources themselves. However, 
they do not always think in collaboration as a way to drive innovation, but rather as a way to solve 
specific problems (school leader 1 and 10). The innovation processes that have been initiated in 
LUG take place in network structures. At the same time, these processes lead to new 
organisational constructions that also have network characteristics (strategic leader 1-4, school 
leader 10 and politician 1).  This has been the case, for example, with the new teacher teams that 
some schools have established. The purpose of these teams is to reflect upon concrete situations 
and to give teachers the possibility to strengthen their relations (school leader 3, vice school leader 
2 and 3). In these teams the main actors are the teachers, with the school leaders acting as mere 
process facilitators. Other examples of networks in the schools are the networks for the parents 
that were established in one school to share knowledge and to try to create new activities that 
would increase the children’s learning motivation (school leader 7, parent 1 and president school 
board 1). The parents are the primary actors in these networks because school leaders do not have 
a very active role in them. Similarly, teachers are not present in these parent networks. The last 
example of networks in the schools that were created as a result of LUG are the Cooperative 
Learning networks that different schools have stabilised in the last two years. These networks are 
primarily for the teachers. Their main purpose is to create a platform for dialogue and to give 
feedback on how to educate the pupils (school leader 2, 3 and 7 and vice school leader 3 and 7). 
These three examples of networks have helped to create dialogue between the actors and have 
given the possibility for collaboration. However, there is also the idea that being in networks with 
no purpose is counterproductive (vice school leader 6). Although these networks are seen as 
arenas for collaboration and creation of new ideas, networks per se do not drive innovation and 
collaboration if they are not framed and managed (school leader 7 and 9 and vice school leader 3, 
7 and 9). These networks show the necessity to collaborate in order to create something new, but 
the output of the networks was innovative only because there was the intention to create 
something new. This intention came from the school leaders and from the parents. Furthermore, 
the networks explained above have arisen during the realisation of LUG, but there are other 
networks in the school and admiration that were established before LUG. These prior networks 
were created by the strategic managers with the purpose of creating dialogue and of sharing 
knowledge between the institutional leaders and the administration. One of these networks was 
created for strategic managers of the administration and institutional leaders. In the beginning, 
school leaders and vice school leaders were involved together with the strategic leaders in a 
continuous dialogue. However, this network was soon restricted to school leaders and strategic 
managers, excluding the vice school leaders. Furthermore, it seems as though the dialogue created 
in this network was reduced and that the network became more consultative than dialogue-driven 
(school leader 1 and vice school leader 1). This means that the initial collaborative potential of this 
network was reduced as the dialogue and number of participants was reduced. It is somewhat 
contradictory that the dialogue and network practice is increasing at the school level while it is 
being reduced between the central administration and the institutional level.  
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It is possible to conclude from the observations and the interviews that the actors involved in the 
networks explained above usually know each other and generally come from the same 
organisational level. It is rare that actors from other professions and groups are involved on equal 
terms. This means that the diversity of the actors in these networks is not considerable and this, in 
turn, reduces the level of novelty of the innovations. Another observation that could be made is 
that new ideas lead to new processes structures. These networks have the right level of formality 
because they are meant to institutionalise interactive forms of collaboration in the school system. 
But these networks also lead to informal collaborations where new ideas, projects and problems 
can be discussed or initiated (vice school leader 3). This idea is illustrated in the following 
quotation: “The benefit [of the networks] often comes from the informal collaboration … and they 
actors wish to collaborate further.” (vice school leader 3). The informal aspects of networks play 
an important role for innovation as innovation projects most often are initiated from informal 
interactions (school leader 7, de central leader 1 and manager 1). However more formal networks 
between professions, cultural groups and between different organisational levels exist and are 
required in order to strengthen collaboration across levels, for sharing knowledge and for creating 
new ideas and projects.   
Relational dimension of collaboration 
Collaboration does not only refer to the structure where the interactions take place, but also to the 
relations between the actors involved in the process. In collaborative processes the interactions 
between the actors and the level of commitment between them is higher, deeper and more formal 
than in coordination and agreements of cooperation. Many collaborative processes in LUG, like 
the new teacher teams and the collaborative learning, require more commitment and deeper 
interactions that in traditional practices (innovation agent 1, vice school leader 3, 7 and 9, school 
leader 3 and 9). Furthermore, these networks require setting the problem within a common 
understanding (school leader 1, innovation agent 5 and school leader 10). Collaboration requires 
time (innovation agent 2); management; trust (politician 1); shared knowledge (vice school leader 
7); dialogue between the actors involved in the process (innovation agent 1, labour union teachers) 
and enough resources (school leader 1, school leader 10, strategic manager 1 and strategic 
manager 2).  
LUG gives the possibility to think innovatively and to collaborate with other schools and actors 
(politician 1, school leader 6 and strategic manager 3).  But interactions not always lead to 
concrete projects (innovation agent 2 and strategic manager 4). This happens when the actors are 
not sufficiently engaged, if there is no concrete problem to tackle, if there is no facilitation, if there 
is a lack of resources or if the professional or cultural differences between the actors are too big to 
overcome (de-central leader 1, strategic manager 1, intrapreneur 1, teacher 1 and vice school 
leader 5). These ideas are reflected in the quotation that an institutional leader made when he was 
asked whether he had collaborated with some of the colleagues from the course after having taken 
part in an innovation course for the leaders in Gentofte municipality: “I think that we were very 
different and that it was not necessary to collaborate. I need to have my network in my 
professional area in the school. A network should be beneficial to its members of it will disappear. 
Sometimes a network requires prioritizing, taking initiative and devoting the time. If I am going to 
have a network with my colleagues, it has to give me great value” (school leader 6). After 
conducting the interviews and observing how formal meetings with innovation agents and other 
seminars with the institutional leaders and administration take place, it is possible to confirm that 
the creation of different collaborative arenas gives the actors the possibility to get involved, to 
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establish interactions and to exchange ideas. However, these interactions are not enough to 
establish collaboration if the factors mentioned above are not be present to a certain degree. 
Type of collaboration in the case 
In LUG the innovation ball is passed vertically between different organisational levels in the 
Gentofte’s school system (from the politicians to institutional leaders and employees). The 
innovation ball in the case study, however, also generates horizontal collaboration (on the same 
level). This way of playing the innovation game does not necessarily drive collaboration between 
different organisational levels (cross level collaboration – including more than two levels) or 
collaboration between different professional administrative areas – e.g. between the area of 
schools, day care and culture (transversal collaboration). There is therefore plenty of room to 
redesign the game and to throw new innovation balls. Another observation made is that 
collaboration across professions like teachers and educators and collaboration between different 
groups like teachers and parents is more challenging than the collaboration within the same group. 
The last observation regarding collaboration is that few innovative projects in LUG have a cross-
sector purpose involving teachers and educators. This supports the idea mentioned above about the 
challenges faced when collaborating across levels. 
Collaboration in LUG takes place at different levels and arenas but the common factor is that the 
institutional settings of these interactions are networks. The networks created during LUG are at 
the school level. These networks are based on trust, openness and flexibility. The purpose of these 
networks is to create new structures and relations based on dialogue, reflection and shared 
knowledge. While the networks at the school level are proliferating, the ones at the administrative 
level seem to be contracting.  
Drivers and barriers to collaboration 
Some of the drivers of collaboration found in LUG are management, dialogue, shared knowledge 
and the involvement of managers (school leader 1, 2 and 7, vice school leader 2, 7 and 6, 
innovation agent 1 and president of the school board 1). Some of the barriers to collaboration in 
the case study are the non-involvement of relevant actors, non-involvement of managers and 
leaders and inappropriate management (school leader 1 and 7, vice school leader 1, 2 and 7 and 
innovation agent 1 and 4).  
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7.1.3. Innovation management  
The main purpose of the section is to analyse how management contributes to enhance 
collaboration and innovation and to describe the main drivers and barriers related to innovation 
management in LUG. The research questions for this section are: How does management 
contribute to enhance collaboration and innovation in LUG? What are the drivers and barriers to 
innovation management? 
Innovation management is a new type of management that comes with the practice of innovation 
trough collaboration. It is connected with the practice of innovation because innovation processes 
are ambiguous, complex and hence require management to initiate the process (school leader 8, 
innovation agent 2 and teacher 1). Management in LUG is also a necessary ingredient to support 
and drive innovation (vice school leader 10, intrapreneur 1 and politician 1) and to motivate the 
employees to innovate (innovation agent 1 and 2 and politician 1). Another necessary element for 
managers to drive innovation is to take risks (strategic manager 1 and innovation agent 1).  At the 
same time, innovation management comes with the practice of collaboration because the different 
ideas of the actors need to be facilitated (vice school leader 1 and 6, innovation agent 2 and 3 and 
labour union 1) in order to result in something new.  
The factors mentioned above explain why innovation management in LUG is seen as determinant 
when it comes to innovation and collaboration. Management is understood as a driver to enhance 
innovation (school leader 7, vice school leader 7 and 8, intrapreneur, innovation agent 2, 3 and 5 
and de-central leader 1) and collaboration (school leader 7, vice school leader 6, innovation agent 
2 and 3, labour union 1). In LUG, innovation and collaboration take place when processes are 
managed and facilitated (school leader 7, vice school leader 7 and intrapreneur 1). These ideas are 
reflected in the following quotations: ”There must be someone to help getting innovation on 
track” (school leader 7); ”Management is important in order to make things happen” (school 
leader 2) and “management is important to remove the barriers to innovation” (vice school leader 
6). Furthermore, innovation and collaboration require and create a new type of management 
(strategic manager 3 and 4, school leader 7) based on openness, involvement and dialogue (school 
leader 1 and innovation agent 5). This is illustrated in the following quotation: “The leaders have 
to get involved to drive the innovation processes; they cannot sit in their ivory tower” (school 
leader 1). Innovation and collaboration require the managers to get involved in the processes to 
identify the potentials of innovation, and to motivate and facilitate the processes. In this way, 
innovation management is about building relationships and about allowing things to happen 
between the actors with the purpose to drive innovation and collaboration.  
The management style of NPM, which is based on specialisation, competition and delegation,  
promotes silo thinking (Chistensen and Laegreid, 2007). Under the logics of NPM, managers are 
understood as the innovation heroes responsible to create a more efficient organisation 
(Christensen and Lægreid, 1999). The idea of managers as visionary heroes is also shared with the 
concept of transformational leadership where management relies on the individual and on the 
personal skills of the leaders rather than on team work. However, innovation requires another style 
of management based on more involvement and dialogue. This new management style is closer to 
the principles of the NPG (Osborne, 2010 and Chistensen and Laegreid, 2007) and with the post-
transformational leadership where followers can become leaders too (Parry and Bryman, 2006). In 
LUG, the idea that innovation requires a new type of management where the followers can 
become leaders is reflected in the following quotation:  “We must make innovation and break 
through projects even if we are not familiarised with them. Management will take new forms. 
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Some of the employees have experience with innovation and can help the rest of us to innovate. 
They are the innovation agents”(strategic manager 4).  
I have observed that innovation management in LUG can be performed by employees that are 
motivated to innovate and have experience with innovation. For example, innovation agents play 
an important role in spreading and facilitating innovation in the schools (strategic manager 4 and 
vice school leader 6). However, formal leaders in LUG also play an important role to initiate 
innovation and collaboration and to create an innovative culture in the organization. In LUG, 
innovation involves different organizational levels from both the central administration and the 
decentralized ones. If politicians were not involved in the process, it would be more difficult to 
understand the relevance of the local projects. And if the administrations were not close to 
innovation, it would be more difficult to distribute the resources. This means that innovation 
managers can be from different organizational levels with different roles and functions. 
Politicians, for example, have brought innovation to the school system agenda. Their role is to 
frame innovation and to create room for innovation. Strategic managers inspire institutional 
leaders to innovate by coming up with new ideas (for example, break through projects), 
developing new competences (innovation courses for leaders and employees), mobilizing 
resources, being critical  with the innovative projects and creating room for innovation in the 
schools and in the organization (strategic manager 1-4 and politician1). It has been observed that 
strategic managers use more hands-off techniques (like framing and designing innovation 
processes) rather than hands-on techniques (like facilitation of the process) (school leader 1 and 
7). This means that they get less involved in the process and that they are faster to delegate 
innovation to the institutional leaders. The explanation of this phenomenon could be a lack of an 
involvement culture in the organization meaning that the organization does not only operate 
within a network structure but also with a matrix and a hierarchy (strategic manager 3). 
Furthermore, strategic managers also have a catalytic role in which they try to provoke innovation.  
The role of the administrators is to make sure that the schools have enough resources to innovate, 
to spread information and knowledge across the schools and to detect where the potential to 
innovate is. In this sense, their role is like inntrapreneurs. Institutional leaders apply more hands-
on techniques than innovation managers because they are the ones finally responsible for 
innovation. This means that they get more involved in local processes. They initiate and facilitate 
the processes very often. They also have a critical and a catalytic role (vice school leader 7). The 
role of the innovation agents is not clear yet because the organization still does not really know 
how to use them more strategically (innovation agent 1). But I have observed that they can initiate 
and facilitate innovation projects, inspire and motivate others to innovate and spread innovation in 
the organization. These observations come from the interviews and from the meetings held in 
connection with the innovation agent course. Regarding the role of the teachers, it should be 
mentioned that, if they are not innovation agents, their role in connection with innovation is to 
participate in innovation projects and processes and to support/criticize them. 
To conclude, we should mention that, in LUG, different actors can become innovation managers. 
Politicians, for example, have the role to create room for innovation while strategic managers are 
in charge to inspire others to innovate and to provoke innovation in the schools. Institutional 
leaders get involved in innovation processes and facilitate them. And administrators allow 
innovation to happen by distributing enough resources and by spreading information across the 
schools. Some of the techniques applied by the innovation managers are hands-on like, for 
example, facilitation while other techniques are hands-off like framing and designing the 
innovation process.  
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Drivers and barriers to innovation management 
Some of the drivers for innovation management founded in LUG are creation of dialogue (vice 
school leader 5 and 7, innovation agent 5); being present and getting involved (school leader 1 and 
2); develop different roles depending on the situation (school leader 1 and vice school leader 7); 
inspiration and motivation (intrapreneur 1, parent 1, politician 1, school leader 1 and 6); seeing the 
potential to innovate (school leader 4, innovation agent 1); flexibility (vice school leader 7 and 8); 
being solution oriented (parent 1 and school leader 7); taking risks (strategic manager 1, 
innovation agent 1 and vice school leader 2) and thinking out of the box (school leader 6 and vice 
school leader 3). The barriers to to innovation management are the non-involvement of the 
managers, delegation, lack of dialogue and too much control (school leader 1 and 7 and vice 
school leader 8).  
 
7.2. VITO 
7.2.1. Innovation 
In the following section the triggers of innovation, the design of innovation and the drivers and 
barriers to innovation are analysed in the context of VITO. The research questions are: How is 
innovation triggered and designed in VITO? What are the drivers and barriers to innovation in 
VITO? 
 
Triggers of innovation 
 Efficiency. The premise of using fewer resources while obtaining better results was a core 
motivation to innovate in VITO (vice school leader 9 and school leader 1, 9 and 10) and an 
incentive to search for solutions across organisational borders. The following quotation illustrates 
this trigger: “the VITO structure is new, it is a new way of thinking that has resulted in more and 
better teaching for less money” (school leader 10). VITO is a new organisational structure created 
in 2008 by two school leaders and one administrator. The purpose of VITO was to provide 
improved cross-school services to children with background of two languages, instead of 
supporting a part-time, mediocre solution on each separate school. The short-term prospects in the 
two schools involved in VITO was the dismissal of some teachers in each school due to their low 
volume of work hours (innovation agent 5). 
 Wicked problem. The problem to be tackled in VITO was to find solutions for the challenges 
faced by children with two languages. The schools that were part of the project were receiving an 
increasing amount of children with two languages and they did not have a proper infrastructure or 
the services to face the situation (school leader 1 and 10, vice school leader 1 and 10 and 
innovation agent 5). 
 
To conclude, the trigger for innovation in VITO seems to be two sided: to stop the imminent 
dismissal of the teachers that did not have enough work hours by improve their utilisation and to 
find a solution for the pupils with two languages. The triggers were therefore both about economy 
and about quality. 
Design of innovation  
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In the following section the design of innovation in VITO is analysed. The design of innovation 
refers to the inputs, the initiators and the actors involved in the process, the understandings of 
innovation and the effects of innovation in the organisation.  
Inputs  
In this case study the administration provided the necessary resources for the two school leaders. 
The two school teachers and the administrator used a field trip to Berlin to get inspiration and to 
build a relationship of trust (school leader 1). This idea is reflected in the following quotation: 
“The leaders went on some trips together to solve problems and think about new ideas. They had a 
challenge (wicked problem) and had the necessity of doing something about it. And this is how 
they included many different people in the ownership of VITO. The people involved created the 
storytelling that was necessary... With the back against the wall, the circle of people that could 
take decisions met in a trip to Berlin and developed the idea”. Other inputs to the innovation 
process were motivation and flexibility (innovation agent 5 and school leader 1).  
Initiators of innovation and actors involved in the case 
In VITO the initiators of innovation were two school leaders and one administrator. This means 
that the process is more bottom-up oriented than some of the innovation initiatives in LUG. The 
actors involved in the case were mainly the ones that initiated the project, with the addition of 
another two teachers that were appointed as a coordinators of the project. Politicians and strategic 
managers supported VITO because they could see the potential to solve the problem related to the 
children with two languages (school leader 1 and innovation agent 5).  
Understanding of innovation 
VITO is one of the first innovative experiences in BUF (school leader 1 and 10 and vice school 
leader 10). During the creation of VITO, innovation was not really in the agenda of the 
administration or the schools, so there was no pressure to innovate. VITO was created mainly 
because there was the necessity to find new solutions (school leader 1). Innovation in VITO is 
explained as a process of creating and implementing new ideas through storytelling, as a synonym 
of network and as a method to solve wicked problems (school leader 1 and school leader 10). The 
process of creation and implementation of new ideas was long enough to test the new ideas 
(innovation agent 5).  
Furthermore, innovation in VITO was thought as a new way of organising the schools with the 
intention to create a culture to think differently (school leader 1 and vice school leader 1). The 
ideas are reflected in this quotation: “In VITO we thought of a new organization and a new culture 
and all at the same time. We did not develop one thing before the other, it was all at the same 
time” (school leader 1). VITO was also born with the necessity of finding work hours for some 
teachers, shich means that innovation is understood as doing things both better and cheaper 
(school leader 10). This idea is illustrated in the following quotation: “Innovation is when you do 
things better and cheaper” (school leader 1). VITO became an inspiration for other schools and 
for the administration to find new solutions to given problems.  
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Effects of innovation in the organisation 
VITO motivated the administration and schools to continue to work with network structures and to 
work with innovation in order to find new solutions. At the actor level, the effect of innovation 
was the development of a new type of management based on involvement, openness and trust 
(school leader 1 and 10).  
To conclude, we should mention that, apart from the resources laid from the administration to 
make the realisation of VITO possible, motivation and flexibility were also important inputs in the 
process. Furthermore, innovation in VITO is understood as the creation and implementation of 
new ideas to get more for less. As far as the effects that VITO had on the organisation, we should 
mention that the motivation to continue to innovate and the use of networks in the school level are 
the most significant. 
Drivers and Barriers to innovation 
The main drivers of innovation in VITO were the involvement of the leaders in the process, 
network thinking during the process, dialogue and trust (school leader 1 and 10). Another relevant 
driver has been to have enough time to develop a long process (innovation agent 5). The primary 
barrier to innovation in VITO was that it took time for the employees to adapt to the new 
structure (innovation agent 5).  
7.2.2. Collaboration 
This section analyses how collaboration fosters innovation in VITO, what are the calls for 
innovation management and what are the main drivers and barriers to collaboration. Collaboration 
is analysed in two dimensions. The first dimension is concerned with the structure where 
collaboration takes place while the second dimension covers the relational level between the actors 
involved in the innovation processes. The research questions for this section are: To what extent is 
collaboration spurring innovation and creating the necessity for innovation management in VITO? And 
what are the drivers and barriers to collaborate?  
Structural dimension of collaboration 
VITO was one of the first network experiences in the schools and has spread the idea of 
collaboration as a way of generating and implementing new solutions (innovation agent 5 and 
school leader 1). The origin of VITO is explained in the following quotations: “VITO has been the 
first network project in Gentofte. It started in 2008” (innovation agent 5) and ”Four years ago, 
the leader of Bakkegård school and an administrator got together to find a solution to the problem 
of teaching pupils with two languages. It resulted in 16 employees with the full responsibility of 
teaching the pupils with two languages across the institutions. We have succeeded in providing 
better education with fewer resources. We have gathered the resources and employees in a single 
professional unit, increasing the quality of the education. The teaching of the pupils with two 
languages is coordinated from VITO. We have created a partnership that others can only talk 
about.” (school leader 10).  
The structure of VITO offers a relatively institutionalised framework where the interactions 
between the actors take place. This structure is flat, meaning that the actors involved were 
interdependent. At the same time, this structure allowed formal and informal interactions between 
the actors: formal interactions because VITO was established as a formal network in order to get 
the resources from the central administration, and informal because the level of engagement of the 
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actors made them established informal interactions out of the structure like as, for example, the 
trip to Berlin (school leader 1).   
Relational dimension of collaboration 
During the processes in VITO, the actors shared knowledge and resources (school leader 1 10) 
with a high degree of openness, flexibility, motivation, dialogue and trust (school leader 10, vice 
school leader 1 and innovation agent 5). This is illustrated in the following quotation: “There has 
been trust, motivation, flexibility and collaboration across” (innovation agent 5). The idea with 
VITO was simple: convincing the leaders that were involved in all the phases of the project. The 
administration was also involved in VITO, facilitating the processes and ensuring that sufficient 
resources were available. A good example of the trust, flexibility and openness of the actors was 
the trip to Berlin. As mentioned above, this trip was necessary to develop new solutions and to 
collaborate. At the same time, the fact that there were not that many different actors involved in 
VITO and the fact that these actors knew each other beforehand, were not a barriers to creating 
new ideas.  
Type of collaboration in the case 
One observation after conducting the interviews is that the type of collaboration in VITO was 
mainly horizontal collaboration at the school level. VITO did not imply vertical collaboration 
between other levels of the organisation, or transversal collaboration. It was simply not necessary 
to make a successful reorganisation.  
One conclusion about collaboration in VITO is that the interactions took place in a network 
structure. This structure was flat, meaning that the actors were interdependent and that they had a 
high level of trust. The network allowed the actors to exchange ideas and resources and to 
strengthen their ties by getting involved in the process. Motivation, dialogue and flexibility were 
necessary elements for the actors to collaborate. The type of collaboration founded in the case is 
horizontal.  
Drivers and Barriers for collaboration  
The main drivers for collaboration in VITO are management, involvement of the managers, 
motivation and flexibility (school leader 1 and 10, vice school leader 1 and 10 and innovation 
agent 5). The main barrier to collaboration in VITO has been the adaptation to the new structure 
and the necessity to find new roles to collaborate, especially for the employees (innovation agent 
5).  
To conclude this section, we should mention that collaboration in VITO takes place in a network 
structure. The network sets the framework for interaction between the two school leaders and the 
administrator. Trust, openness, flexibility and motivation are key ingredients for collaboration. 
The collaboration between the actors resulted in them being present and involved during the 
process. The type the collaboration found in the case is horizontal because it takes place at the 
school level.  
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7.2.3. Innovation management 
The research questions for this section are: How does management contribute to enhance 
collaboration and innovation in VITO? What are the drivers and barriers to innovation  
management? 
The main innovation managers in VITO were the two school leaders and the administrator. They 
were able to think out of the box and to implement new ideas because they were involved in the 
process and they had the initial intention to create something new (school leader 1 and vice school 
leader 1). By getting involved in the process they had a sense of what was needed, and the 
problems and the solutions were constructed in common (innovation agent 5, school leader 1 and 
10). The process was facilitated by the leaders involved in the process. Their relationship was 
based on trust and dialogue. This idea is reflected in the following quotation: ”The relationships 
between VITO leaders have been very good. There is, and has always been, a high level of trust. 
There has been a high degree of motivation, trust, flexibility and collaboration” (innovation agent 
5). It is interesting to mention that trust, flexibility and motivation were not only necessary 
ingredients to collaborate but also to manage the process and to create something new through 
collaboration.  
When the project was already running by itself, the two main employees engaged in the project 
became the innovation managers and they ended up with the same functions that the formal 
leaders originally had (school leader 1 and 10 and innovation agent 5). The concept of innovation 
management in VITO is open, meaning that employees without a formal leader role can also 
become innovation managers if they have been legitimated and if they can facilitate innovative 
processes. As far as the roles of the innovation managers, it should be pointed out that the two 
school leaders and the administrator were the ones initiating the process, looking for the necessary 
resources and finding motivation to continue to innovate and collaborate.  
Drivers and barriers to innovation management 
Some of the drivers for innovation management in VITO were the involvement and the motivation 
of the school leaders and the administrator, the trust, the flexibility and the openness (school leader 
1 and 10). The barrier to innovation detected in VITO has been the need to adapting new 
managerial roles to the new structure progressively depending on concrete situations (school 
leader 1).  
 
7.3. The two camps 
7.3.1. Innovation 
In this section the triggers of innovation, the design of innovation and the drivers and barriers to 
innovation in the Innovation and Solution Camp are analysed. The research questions are: How is 
innovation triggered and designed in the Innovation and Solution Camp? What are the drivers 
and barriers to innovation in the two camps? 
Triggers of innovation 
 To find new methods and ideas to improve the learning conditions in the schools. This trigger 
is found in the two camps. One of the purposes of gathering children, parents and teachers in the 
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camps was to find new ideas to develop new projects in the schools (school leader 7, vice school 
leader 6 and 7 and intrapreneur 1).  
 The wicked problem tackled by the two camps was how to motivate children to learn more. The 
schools organised these two camps to actively involve children and to motivate them to learn more 
in the schools (vice school leader 7). This was done in collaboration with parents and teachers 
(school leader 7 and vice school leader 7). In the Innovation Camp private companies were invited 
to participate and to give concrete problems for the children to solve. In this way, children were 
motivated to learn and to be part of the school because they could see that their education could be 
important in their future career (strategic manager 2 and pupil 1). 
 Create a common understanding of innovation. This trigger appears in both camps. The schools 
wanted to organise the camps because they wanted to create a new activity where parents, children 
and teachers could have a common understanding about innovation and could strengthen the ties 
between them (school leader 7, vice school leader 7 and intrapreneur 1).   
 
To conclude, the trigger for both the Innovation Camp and the Solution Camp seems to be a 
combination of finding new methods and ideas to improve the learning conditions in the schools, 
to solve the wicked problem about how to better motivate children in the school and to introduce 
innovation in the schools.  
Design of innovation  
In the following section the design of innovation in the Innovation and Solution Camp is analysed. 
The design of innovation refers to the inputs, the initiators and the actors involved in the process, 
the understandings of innovation and the effects of innovation in the organisation. 
Inputs 
In both camps the administration supported the initiatives and provided the school with the 
necessary resources. Yet the motivation of the institutional leaders helped to make the camps a 
success. Furthermore, the involvement of the parents helped the schools to mobilise resources and 
include different private companies like DONG or Maersk in the process. The purpose to include 
these companies in the process was to increase the level of motivation of the children during and 
after the camp (school leader 7, vice school leader 6 and 7 and intrapreneur 1). The idea of 
inviting private companies to the Innovation Camp came from the parents who thought that it was 
necessary to involve the private sector in order to innovate (parent 1 and president of the school 
board 1). This made the experience more real for the pupils and helped them to understand why 
having an education is important to get a job in the future.  
Initiators of innovation and actors involved in the case 
In the Innovation Camp the initiator was the school leader team of the Skovgård school. They 
wanted to create a camp together with teachers, educators, parents and pupils to increase the 
teachers’ and parents’ motivation to collaborate and the pupil’s motivation to study. This process 
was more bottom-up than the overall process of LUG. The success of the camp was rapidly spread 
to other schools as a good way to work with innovation and this camp became an example and an 
inspiration for other schools. The camp was attended by the parents, the teachers, the children and 
the private companies and even the major of the municipality, who came to inaugurate the camp. 
The Solution Camp was initiated by an administrator with previous experience with innovation 
and by the school leader team of the Ordrup school. The camp was attended by parents, teachers 
Laia Martinez: lamaap@ruc.dk   
 
49 
 
and children. This camp had no private companies but, instead, different innovation agents 
facilitated the process. As in the other camp, the major of Gentofte municipality came to 
inaugurate the camp (intrapreneur 1 and vice school leader 6).  
Understanding of innovation  
In both camps innovation is understood as a method to involve different actors to drive 
collaboration, create new ideas (school leader 7, vice school leader 6 and 7) and to increase the 
motivation of the children, parents and teachers (politician 1, strategic manager 2 and school 
leader 7). The idea was to develop new projects and ideas for the children. The pupils were 
actively engaged in the creation of these ideas and the teachers wanted to work with some of their 
ideas to develop new projects. This happened, for example, with the wish that some children had 
to develop new ways of conceptualising the plans for the pupils. Children thought that it was 
necessary to have more interaction between them and the teachers in order to have more time to 
learn. This idea has been developed further by the institutional leaders and it seem that from the 
autumn of 2013 these plans will be more interactive (school leader 6 and vice school leader 6).   
Furthermore, it is interesting to mention that some parents think innovation is merely limited to 
product innovation and that is strongly influenced by the private sector. This is illustrated in the 
following quotation:”Some years ago, I would not have seen the connection between the two 
words. But now I see the new class structure as an innovative project, just as an iPhone, 
Facebook, etc.” (president of the school board 1). In the Innovation Camp the process was not 
planned in accordance with the different innovation phases, whereas in the Solution Camp the 
process was designed following the different innovation phases. These phases were creativity, 
innovative thinking and entrepreneurship (intrapreneur 1). This indicates that it is possible to 
innovate with or without following the innovation phases.  
Effects of innovation in the organisation 
Innovation has increased the level of motivation of teachers, parents and children (intrapreneur 1, 
school leader 7, vice school leader 6 and 7); created a common understanding of innovation 
(intrapreneur 1 and vice school leader 7); generated new ideas and projects; lead to new 
collaborative processes and created new networks for the parents (president of the school board 1, 
school leader 7 and vice school leader 6). Another effect of innovation is that it has allowed 
leaders and employees to have a closer relation between each other (vice school leader 7) and it 
has motivated different professional groups and cultural groups to collaborate (innovation agent 4 
and vice school leader 5).  
To conclude this section, we should mention that an amount of resources were necessary in order 
to start to design the innovation in the camps. Other inputs were a high degree of motivation and 
the involvement of institutional leaders and the administration. Furthermore, innovation is 
understood in the camps as a method to involve different actors and to create new ideas. And last 
but not least, the effects that the camps have had in the schools have been an increased motivation 
to collaborate between parents and teachers, more motivation for the children to continue to study 
and more motivation for the teachers to work.  
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Drivers and barriers to innovation 
Some of the drivers of innovation in the camps were the motivation of the school leaders, the 
administration, the teachers, the parents and the children (school leader 7, vice school leader 6 and 
7, innovation agent 1 and intrapreneur 1). Facilitation and management of the process (school 
leader 6 and innovation agent 1); involvement of the institutional leaders in the camps 
(intrapreneur 1, school leader 7 and vice school leader 7) and the involvement and collaboration 
between  different actors in order to create new projects (parent 1, president school board 1, school 
leader 7 and vice school leader 7). The barriers to innovation have been the lack of motivation 
and the necessity to create motivation to challenge the innovation processes (intrapreneur 1).  
 
7.3.2. Collaboration 
The following section analyses how collaboration drives innovation, how collaboration creates the 
necessity for innovation management and what are the main drivers and barriers to collaboration 
in the Innovation and Solution Camp. Collaboration is analysed in two dimensions. The first 
dimension is concerned with the structure where collaboration takes places while the second 
dimension covers the relational level between the actors involved in the innovation processes. The 
research questions for this section are: To what extent is collaboration spurring innovation and 
creates the necessity for innovation management in the two Camps? And what are the drivers and 
barriers to collaborate?  
Structural dimension of collaboration 
The Innovation Camp and the Solution Camp took place in two different schools where teachers, 
children and parents collaborated for 48 hours to find new learning possibilities and new ways of 
motivating the children to study (intrapreneur 1, vice school leader 6, school leader 7, vice school 
leader 7 and strategic manager 2).  The structure of the camps was based on a network approach 
where different actors exchanged ideas and collaborated to create new ideas (vice school leader 7). 
This network structure was evident both before the camps and during the camps. Before the 
camps, the institutional leaders organised the activities in collaboration with the administration 
and, in one camp, with the private companies. During the camps, coordination and collaboration 
were also needed to make the experience a success. According to the theory, networks are signs of 
collaboration because they include different interdependent actors that can drive innovation. 
However, networks do not lead to collaboration or innovation on their own because someone has 
to manage the process to overcome the difficulties. The network structure in the camps was 
formal, meaning that the activities were planned and the actors knew to a certain degree what their 
role was. However, the informal interactions between the parents and the school leader of 
Skovgård school lead to the creation of different networks for the parents.  
The network structure of the camps allowed the actors to establish interactions, but this was not 
the determinant factor for collaboration and innovation. At the beginning of the solution camp, the 
teachers were not motivated to collaborate (intrapreneur 1 and vice school leader 6), primarily 
because of the cultural differences between teachers, parents and children (vice school leader 6). It 
was the motivation of the school leaders and the administrators that transformed the initial 
resistance to collaboration into successful collaboration (intrapreneur 1 and vice school leader 6). 
This idea is reflected in the following quotation: “Initially, the teachers were against the solution 
camp. They resisted against devoting time to the camp and against sleeping together with the 
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children. The leaders from the municipality were very involved in the camp and the parents gave a 
lot of support and helped with different tasks. The pupils also doubted at first, but got committed 
once they tried the concept.” (intrapreneur 1). This indicates that having a network platform for 
collaboration is not enough to innovate because management in networks is a determinant for 
driving innovation and collaboration.  
Relational dimension of collaboration 
Collaboration between parents, teachers and children was possible in the camps because school 
leaders and the administration were involved with a high level of motivation. These managers 
helped to create trust between the participants and helped them to collaborate (vice school leader 6 
and 7, school leader 7, intrapreneur 1 and innovation agent 1). This means that collaboration 
needed to be managed and that innovation was an intentional act that also required management. 
This idea is illustrated in the following quotation:”What we have achieved here would have never 
happened without management. Development processes demand management, just as teaching 
demands management. There has to be someone who can help on the way. The innovation camp is 
very much about exemplary management and shows how we do things here.” (vice school leader 6 
and 7) Furthermore, collaboration between parents, teachers and children would never have 
happed without the presence of openness and dialogue (teacher 1, parent 1 and vice school leader 
7).  
Type of collaboration in the case 
The type of collaboration found in the camps is horizontal because collaboration took place at the 
school level. Collaboration was also present, to a lower degree, across levels because the 
administrators collaborated with the institutional leaders. Furthermore, the camps also implied 
transversal collaboration between parents and teachers, between educators and teachers, between 
teachers and school leaders and between teachers and children. 
To conclude this section, we should mention that the camps took place in a network structure were 
parents, educators, children and teachers collaborated. Management and facilitation were needed 
for the network to function properly and to overcome the motivation problems that some actors 
had when asked to collaborate. The function of these managers was decisive to create the trust and 
the dialogue that the actors needed to collaborate. The type of collaboration found in these two 
camps is mainly horizontal but there was also some cross-level and transversal collaboration.  
Drivers and barriers to collaboration 
Some of the drivers of collaboration in the camps were the involvement of relevant actors like 
parents, teachers, educators, children and innovation agents, management of the process and the 
involvement of the institutional leaders in the process (school leader 7, vice school leader 5, 6 and 
7, innovation agent 1 and intrapreneur 1). The barriers were the too many differences between the 
actors involved in the camps and the lack of motivation (intrapreneur 1, vice school leader 6 and 
innovation agent 4).  
7.3.3. Innovation management  
The research questions for this section are: How does management contribute to enhance 
collaboration and innovation in the two Camps? What are the drivers and barriers to innovation 
management? 
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The main innovation managers in the Innovation Camp were the school leaders as they were the 
ones that took the initiative to organize the camp. Their main roles were to ensure that innovation 
and collaboration happened. Specially, the vice school leader was the responsible for involving the 
necessary actors, to create dialogue, to share knowledge, to motivate the parents, to mobilize 
resources and to overcome the barriers during the camp (intrapreneur 1, vice school leader 5 and 
7, school leader 6 and 7 and politician 1). However, the administrators and the innovation agents 
involved in the camp also had a role as innovation managers because they helped to facilitate the 
process and to mobilize resources (innovation agent1 and 2, school leader 7 and vice school leader 
7). One characteristic of the innovation managers in this camp is that they were open to new ideas. 
Different parents have experienced that, since the school leaders have become more receptive and 
open to new ideas, things at the schools work better and the relations between the school board 
and the school leaders have improved (president of the school board 1 and parent 1). 
Another interesting observation is that the roles of the innovation managers were only active while 
they were innovating. This means that when there is no connection with innovation, these 
innovation managers return back to their management routines and positions. This idea is 
illustrated in the following quotation from one of the institutional leaders: “My role is different 
when we talk about innovation because I am suddenly used like a professional consultant. 
Normally, I do not do it. Nobody comes and asks whether I can help them. Teachers use each 
other rather than me. But when we talk about innovation, they use me” (vice school leader 7). 
This indicates that innovation is not rooted in the schools yet and that there is not yet an 
innovative culture in the school: “We are not yet thinking with an innovation culture. The idea 
with the innovation camp was to create a common framework of what innovation could be. Right 
now, everybody is thinking about building a campus and we will therefore be able to work with 
innovation next year (vice school leader 7) Innovation also allowed school leaders to get more 
involved in the process (school leader 6).  
In the Solution Camp the main innovation managers were the school leaders on one hand and an 
administrator with experience with innovation from the Innovation Camp on the other. Their roles 
were to initiate the camp, to make it happen and to overcome the original resistance from the 
teachers. They were the ones mobilizing the resources and the ones responsible for involving the 
parents, teachers and children. They also facilitated the processes and motivated the actors to 
collaborate and innovate (intrapreneur 1 and vice school leader 6). The role of the administrators 
was to provide the school with the necessary resources and to facilitate the process. The camp 
counted with three innovation agents from another school that were responsible of facilitating the 
processes and of fostering collaboration (school leader 6, vice school leader 6, intrapreneur 1 and 
innovation agent 4).  
One of the conclusions about innovation management in the schools is that the main innovation 
managers were the institutional leaders and administrators. Their roles were to initiate the process, 
to facilitate it, to motivate the actors to collaborate and innovate and to overcome the difficulties 
during the process.  However, the innovation agents were secondary innovation managers and had 
the role to facilitate the process and to inspire the actors to innovate. This means that the roles of 
the innovation manager are different depending on the context and the situation and that people 
with formal and informal management skills can be innovation managers. Another conclusion is 
that innovation management is a type of management that can be limited to the times in which 
innovation and collaboration take place and that managers can return to their traditional roles once 
it is over. 
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Drivers and barriers to innovation management  
Some of the drivers of innovation management in the camps were the involvement of the 
institutional leaders in the process, openness and motivation (school leader 7, vice school leader 7 
and intrapreneur 1). Some of the barriers have been the difficulties in delegation of functions to 
other actors and communication (school leader 7 and vice school leader 7).  
 
7.4. Concluding remarks about innovation, collaboration and innovation 
management in the cases 
The following tables synthetises the most remarkable ideas about innovation, collaboration and 
innovation management in LUG, VITO and the two innovation camps. 
Table 2: Conceptualisation of innovation in the case studies 
 
  
 
 
 
 
Laia Martinez: lamaap@ruc.dk   
 
54 
 
Table 3: Main ideas of collaboration in the case studies 
 
 
Table 4: Main ideas about innovation management in the case studies 
Student Laia Martinez: lamaap@ruc.dk  
   
55 
 
 
 
8. Conclusion and Research Perspectives 
In this section the main conclusions about the case studies are explained with the purpose to 
answer the problem formulation. The ideas for further research into the public sector innovation 
are also outlined. The problem formulation is: How is collaboration and innovation used as tools 
for developing the new school strategy in Gentofte Municipality and how are collaboration and 
innovation enhanced by innovation management? 
 
The general pattern is that the innovation triggers in the cases are either motivated by economic 
reasons or by ambitions to improve the quality of the teaching. There seems to be some kind of 
wicked problem in all the cases. Yet the triggers appear differently from case to case meaning 
that there are different purposes and scopes to innovate. The services and policies quality 
improvement trigger is present in LUG, VITO and in the camps. The camps also count with the 
wish to create new ideas as a trigger. There is also an important common vision about organising 
the school system according to the wicked problems that need to be solved rather than by just 
following a strategy or rule. This illustrates a modern way of understanding politics and creating 
welfare. 
The scopes of the three cases are obviously different; LUG is an umbrella strategy with a 
political motive, VITO is an organisational innovation with cross-institutional motives and the 
camps illustrate a new method of initiating innovative processes. As expected, the different 
organisational levels have had different degrees of influence on the cases. The strategy of LUG 
is primarily defined and initiated by the top managers and politicians. Yet the strategic managers 
are still trying to keep an inclusive bottom-up approach. VITO was initiated by two school 
leaders and one administration. At the school level innovation is almost only initiated by the 
institutional leaders’ need to develop new learning structures. The three cases proof that 
innovation is not initiated and driven by one single actor, but through the interactions and 
collaboration of different actors. The support of the administration has also been proven to be 
important and necessary to achieve the necessary resources, to obtain the political support and to 
ensure a proper involvement of the institutional leaders, the parents, the teachers and the pupils. 
As far as the innovation phases are concerned, it should be mentioned that they have been only 
used intentionally in the Solution Camp but not in the other cases. This shows that it is possible 
to innovate and design innovation processes without following the innovation phases. This 
finding contradicts the rich literature about the innovation phases because innovation in the cases 
has happened in a fast, chaotic and discontinuous manner. 
In all cases innovation is understood as the creation and implementation of new ideas, as a 
method to solve complex problems and as a way to involve teachers, parents and children. 
However, innovation in LUG is understood differently depending on the organisation´s level. At 
higher levels, innovation is understood in a descriptive fashion, whereas at the institutional level 
innovation is understood in a normative fashion (increased value). Innovation in LUG is also 
understood as a skill that can be learned. This is why the strategic managers in Gentofte 
municipality and the Children and Youth administration decided to offer courses about 
innovation for leaders and employees. This example highlights that the municipality and the 
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administration aim to convert innovation into a discipline and aim to anchor innovation in the 
organisation. Leaders and employees will need more time to develop an innovative culture in 
spite of having been trained with innovation courses and having acquired competences about 
innovation. The actors will also need time to learn from innovation experiences and adjust their 
old routines to the new practices. Furthermore, there is a tendency in the cases to innovate via 
projects but once they are done the actors come back to old routines and roles. If the organisation 
wants to institutionalise innovation, further efforts will be needed.  
The type of innovation in the cases is a mix between policy innovation and organisational 
innovation because innovation starts as new processes that lead to new organisational structures 
like, for example the new teacher team structure, the collaborative learning, the networks for the 
parents, VITO and the two camps. LUG is seen as top-down innovation because it was started by 
politicians and strategic managers. However the innovations take place and are implemented at 
the school level. In the case of VITO and the camps, innovations are bottom-up because they 
emerged from the institutional level. These are remarkable conclusions because the theory treats 
these types of innovations not as hybrids but as independent entities.  
Some of the drivers behind innovation in the cases are collaboration, management, trust, 
motivation and dialogue. The barriers to innovation found in the cases are lack of time, lack of 
motivation and lack of management. An interesting conclusion about innovation is that it 
requires a certain degree of involvement from the different organisational levels. This is because 
innovation in the cases is not just about doing something different (first order of change) but also 
about changing the form and the routines (second order of change) and about transforming the 
understanding of teaching and learning in the schools (third order of change). These changes on 
the structure and on the way of perceiving the problems require gradual changes not just in one 
level of the organisation, but also in the whole organisation. A conclusion that can be reached is 
that innovation is maximised in flat structures like networks because networks foster dialogue, 
trust and knowledge sharing, and these factors are necessary for making innovation a success.  
The involvement of different actors is tightly linked to successful innovation. The three cases 
show the necessity and the tendency to collaborate in order to drive innovation. Governance 
networks have been the institutional arenas in which collaboration has taken place in the three 
cases. These networks are created to solve problems like how to motivate the pupils to learn, 
how to approach teachers and educators, how to motivate parents to collaborate more with the 
schools, etc. and they set the norms and patterns for the interactions. Networks are used to drive 
innovation because they can create arenas where knowledge is shared and a common 
understanding is promoted. This is evident in the progressive involvement of the parents in the 
school that happened both in LUG and in the two innovative camps. Furthermore, many schools 
are in networks with other schools or with external partners to exchange resources and ideas, and 
to get inspiration when it comes to creating something new. The most important factor that 
determines whether or not a school belongs to a network is the school leader team’s ability to 
strengthen ties and to visualise the worth of the network. The network approach implies a new 
type of management based on dialogue, openness, flexibility and the ability to make external 
connections. Another conclusion is that networks appear in their formal and informal forms or, 
in other words, once the networks are established and the relations between the actors are 
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consolidated, informal interactions take place out of the network. These informal interactions are 
interesting because they help to reinforce the links between the actors and they motivate the 
actors to collaborate and innovate further. 
Networking occurs not only at the administrative level but also at the institutional level. 
However, hierarchy is still important in the organisation, mainly in order to meet the formal 
requirements of the municipality. In this way, the organisation emphasises the traditional control 
mechanisms as ranging above the network mechanisms. This can be interpreted as a 
contradiction with the willingness that the strategic managers have to work with networks. 
Furthermore, the administration has progressively moved from the town hall to the schools and 
institutions. However, one conclusion is that the mode of collaboration in the school system 
should be more focused on transforming old roles and experiences into a network culture. This 
can be done by: 1. Establishing stronger collaborative networks within the schools, between the 
schools and, for certain purposes, between the schools and the administration and the politicians. 
2. Using the existing networks more strategically for collaboration.  
Nevertheless, networks are not enough to spur collaboration and innovation because the actors 
involved have to be interdependent of each other or, in other words, they need to see each other 
as potential partners. Furthermore, trust, motivation, flexibility, dialogue, management and 
facilitation are also necessary factors to make collaboration happen and to drive innovation. The 
barriers to collaboration in the cases are the non-involvement of relevant actors in the process, 
the lack of adaptation of the actor’s roles to the new structure and the lack of management. The 
theoretical assumption that innovation is better achieved in flat structures is confirmed in the 
case studies.  
A common feature in the case studies is that collaboration is seen as a necessary ingredient to 
innovation because it increases the chance of making innovation a success. Innovation processes 
are too uncertain and complex to do them alone. In the case studies collaboration is seen as a 
method to reduce the uncertainty of innovation and a method to innovate. Innovation 
management also appears to be determinant for innovation. The interviews carried out confirmed 
that without management innovation and collaboration would not have been possible. The same 
way collaboration drives innovation, innovation management is necessary to facilitate the 
collaboration between the actors and to make sure that collaboration leads to something new. 
The results of the cases show that innovation management is an open concept where formal and 
informal leaders and managers can be innovation managers.  
The innovation managers of the cases are politicians, strategic managers, administrators, 
institutional leaders and the innovation agents. The roles of the innovation managers are different 
depending on the context. This means that they can be the initiators of innovation, as is the case 
of politicians and strategic managers in LUG, and the institutional leaders and administrators, as 
is the case in VITO and the camps. Innovation managers can inspire and create room for 
innovation. This is the case of politicians and strategic managers in LUG where they used hands-
off techniques like framing and designing the processes and setting the goals before the process 
started. Innovation managers can also bring actors together and facilitate the process using 
hands-on techniques which is, for example, what the institutional leaders, the administrators and 
the innovation agents have done do in VITO and the two camps. One important driver of 
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innovation management seen in all the cases is the involvement of the managers in the processes 
in order to have a sense of what it is needed. The other remarkable driver is taking risks. On the 
other hand, an example of a barrier to innovation management is the difficulty of adapting new 
roles to different situations.  
An important conclusion is that innovation requires more involvement from the parts and a type 
of management that is close to the innovation game. Furthermore, innovation not only requires a 
new type of management, but also a proper type of management that is able to foster 
collaboration at the same time as it drives innovation. This means that innovation is not just 
about delegating but about getting involved and being seen. In traditional project management it 
is easier to delegate functions because the process is planned beforehand. But innovation 
processes cannot be planned from A-Z because the purposes of innovation can be changed 
during the process and a higher degree of flexibility is therefore required. In the Gentofte´s 
school system administration there is an on-going debate about how much the strategic managers 
should be involved in the innovation processes and about whether they should develop more 
hands-on techniques. Further research needs to be made in order to identify in which situations 
should these managers get more involved and in which situations should these managers use 
more hands-off techniques. The same research would be needed regarding the role of politicians 
when it comes to innovation. Further research is also needed about the differences and 
similarities between the network manager and the innovation manager. The results of the cases 
point out that the characteristics of the innovation manager are close to the characteristics of the 
network manager. The main difference between these two concepts is that the innovation 
manager has the purpose to drive innovation and that the innovation manager does not necessary 
need to be part of the network as long as it is involved in the innovation game or innovation 
process. 
The last conclusions of this thesis are about the methods used to collect the data and the research 
strategy used. It has been necessary to conduct qualitative interviews with the different actors 
involved in the cases in order to understand how the innovation game is understood from 
different organisational perspectives. Without these interviews, the results of the study would 
have probably been different and less objective. A necessary way to maintain the objectivity of 
the study and to contrast the information and knowledge gained during the interviews has been to 
analyse official documents and to attend to meetings and workshops. At the same time, process 
tracing methods have also been used to study and to analyse the relationship between innovation, 
collaboration and innovation management in the three cases. Last but not least, interactive 
research is proposed as research strategy to study innovation in the public sector. This type of 
research strategy helps to maintain the research updated with the lastest information and 
activities related to the case studies, supplements the study with the practitioners’s feedback and 
helps to detect innovation in the cases before starting the interviews. 
 
 
  
Student Laia Martinez: lamaap@ruc.dk  
   
59 
 
 
 
9. References 
Agranoff, R. (2006): “Inside Collaborative Networks: Ten Lessons for Public Managers”, Public 
Administration Review, Special Issue. 
Albury, D. (2005): “Fostering Innovation in Public Services”, Public Money and Management, Vol. 
25, No. 1, pp. 51-56.  
Amabile, T. M., Schatzel, E., Moneta, G. and Kramer, J. (2004): “Leader behaviours and the work 
environment for creativity: Perceived leader support”, The Leadership Quarterly, Vol. 15, pp. 5-
32. 
Ansell, C. (2007): “Pragmatist Philosophy and Interactive Research” in Gjelstrup, G. and Sørensen, E. 
(eds.): Public Administration in Transition. Copenhagen: DJØF (pp. 299-318).  
Ansell, C. and Gash, A. (2007): “Collaborative Governance in the Theory and Practice”, Journal of 
Public Administration Research and Theory, Vol. 18, pp. 543-571. 
Argyris, C. (1994): On Organisational Learning. Massachusetts: Blackwell.  
Beach, D. and Pedersen, R. (2013): Process Tracing Methods: Foundations and Guidelines. 
University of Michigan. University of Michigan Press.  
Beinecke, R. (2009): “Introduction: Leadership for wicked Problems”, The Innovation Journal: The 
Public Sector Innovation Journal, Vol. 14, No. 1, pp. 1-17.  
Blom-Hansen, J., Elklit, J., and Serritzlew, S. (2006): Kommunalreformens konsekvenser. Aarhus: 
Aarhus Academica.   
Bommert, B. (2010): “Collaborative Innovation in the Public Sector”, International Public 
Management Review, Vol. 11, Issue 1, pp. 15-33.  
Borins, S. (1998): Innovating with Integrity. How Local Heroes are Transforming American 
Government. Washington DC: Georgetown University Press.  
Brown, K. and Keast, R. (2003): “Citizen-Government Engagement: Community Connection through 
Networked arrangements”, Asian Journal of Public Administration, Vol. 25, No. 1, pp. 107-
132.overnment. Washington: Georgetown University Press.  
Brinkmann, S. (2010): “Etik I en kvalitativ verden” in Brinkmann, S. and Tanggaard, L. (eds.):  
Kvalitative metoder. En Grundbog. København: Hans Reitzels Forlag (pp. 429-445).  
Brinkmann, S. and Tanggaard, L. (2010): “Introduktion” in Brinkmann, S. and Tanggaard, L. (eds.):  
Kvalitative metoder. En Grundbog. København: Hans Reitzels Forlag (pp.17-20). 
Bryman, A. (2004): Social Research Methods. New York: Oxford University Press. 
Buckle, J.L., Dwyer, S. and Jackson, M. (2009): “Qualitative bereavement research: incongruity 
between the perspectives of participants and research ethics boards”, International Journal of 
Social Research Methodology, Vol. 13, No. 2, pp. 111–125. 
Bysted, R. and Hansen, J. (2011): “Comparing Public and Private sector employees’ Innovative 
Behaviour: Understanding the Role of the Job, Organizational Characteristics and Sub-sectors”, 
Conference paper for CLIPS conference, Ringsted, Denmark December 2011.  
Christensen, T. and Lægreid, P. (1999): “New Public Management: Design, Resistance or 
Transformation? A Study of How Modern Reforms Are Received in a Civil Service System”, 
Public Productivity & Management Review, Vol. 23, No. 2, pp- 169-193.  
Christensen, T. and Lægreid, P. (2007): Transcending New Public Management- The Transformation 
of Public Sector Reforms. Hampshire: Ashgate.  
Student Laia Martinez: lamaap@ruc.dk  
   
60 
 
 
 
Daly, K. (2007): Qualitative Methods for Family Studies and Human Development. Thousand Oaks: 
Sage. 
Dente, B., Bobbio, L. and Spada, A. (2005): “Government or Governance of Urban Innovation? A 
Tale of Two Cities”, disP, Vol. 162, No. 3, pp. 41-52.  
Drejer, A., Dyrmose, S. and Homann, C. (2005): Innovation Gennem Netværk. Copenhagen: Børsens 
Forlag.  
Eggers, W. E og Shalabh Singh, K (2009): The Public Innovation’s Playbook: Nurturing bold ideas in 
government. Harvard: Harvard Kennedy School.  
George, A. L. and Bennett. A. (2005): Case Studies and Theory Development in the Social Sciences.  
Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press. 
Gerring, J. (2007): Case Study Research. Principles and Practices. New York: Cambridge University 
Press.  
Glynos, J. and Howarth, D. (2007): Logics in Critical Explanation in Social and Political Theory. 
London: Routledge.  
Gray, B. (1989): Collaborating. Finding Common Ground for Multiparty Problems. California: 
Jossey-Bass.  
Hajer, M. A. and Wagenaar, H. (2003): “Introduction” in Hajer, M.A. and Wagenaar, H. (eds.): 
Deliberative Policy Analysis. Understanding Governance in the Network Society. Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press (pp. 1-33).  
Hans-Klijn, E. and Skelcher, C. (2007):”Democracy and Governance Networks: Compatible or not?”, 
Public Administration, Vol. 85, No. 3, pp. 587-608.  
icph (2011): Kommunal nytænkning. En Håndbog om hvordan kommuner involverer virksomheder i 
udvikling af velfærdsudelser. København: PS Grafisk.  
Innes, J. and Booher, D. (2003): “Collaborative Policy Making: Governance Through Dialogue” in 
Maarten, H. and Wagenaar, H. (eds.): Deliberative Policy Analysis: Understanding Governance 
in the Network Society. United Kingdom: Cambridge University Press, pp. 33-59.  
Jensen, K., Jensen, J., Digmann, A. and Bendix, H. (2010): Principper for Offentlig Innovation. Fra 
Best Practice til next Practice. København: L & R Business.  
Jespersen, J. (2004): ”Kritisk realisme - teori og praksis” in Fuglsang, L. and Olsen, P.B. (eds.): 
Videnskabsteori, på tværs af fagkulturer og paradigmer i samfundsvidenskaberne. København: 
Roskilde Universitetsforlag, pp. 145-177.  
Jæger, B. (2002): “Innovations in public administration. Between political reforms and user needs” in 
Sundbo, J. and Fuglsang, L (eds.): Innovation as strategic Reflexivity.London: Routledge. (pp. 
233-251).  
Keast, R., Mandell, M., Brown, K. and Woolcock, G. (2004): “Network Structures: Working 
Differently and Changing expectations”, Public Administration Review, Vol. 64, No., pp. 363-
371.  
Kensen, S. (2007): “Interaction Research” in Gjelstrup, G. and Sørensen, E. (eds.): Public 
Administration in Transition. Copenhagen: DJØF (pp. 318-332). 
Kanji, G. and Moura e’Sa, P. (2001): “Measuring Leadership Excellence”, Total Quality Management, 
Vol. 12, No. 6, pp. 701-718.  
Klijn, E. and Skelcher, C. (2007):”Democracy and Governance Networks: Compatible or not?”, 
Public Administration, Vol. 85, No. 3, pp. 587-608.  
Student Laia Martinez: lamaap@ruc.dk  
   
61 
 
 
 
Klijn, E. (2008): “Governance and Governance Networks in Europe”, Public Management Review, 
Vol. 10, No. 4, pp. 505-525.   
Koopenjan, J. and Klijn, E.-H. (2004): Managing Uncertainties in Networks. London: Routledge.  
Kristensen, C. J. and Voxted, S. (2009): Innovation, Medarbejder og bruger. Hans Reitzels Forlag. 
Kvale, S. and Brinkmann, S. (2009): Interviews. Learning the Craft of Qualitative Research 
Interviewing. USA: Sage Publications.  
Lewis, J., Baeza, J. and Alexander, D. (2008): “Partnerships in primary care in Australia: Network 
structure, dynamics and sustainability”, Social Science and Medicine, No. 67, pp. 280-291. 
Lynggaard, K. (2010): “Dokumentanalyse” in Brinkmann, S. and Tanggaard, L. (eds.):  Kvalitative 
metoder. En Grundbog. Copenhagen: Hans Reitzels Forlag (pp.137-150).  
Majgaard, K. (2010/2011): “ Jagten på autenticitet I offentlig styring, del 1: Dilemmaspillet”, 
Økonomistyring & Informatik, Vol. 26, No. 6, pp. 521-555.  
Mandell, M. and Keast, R. (2007):”Evaluating Network Arrangements: Toward Revised Performance 
Measures”, Public Performance & Management Review, Vol. 30, No. 4, pp. 574-597.  
Mandell, M. and Keast, R. (2008): “Evaluating the effectiveness of interorganizational relations 
through networks”, Public Management Review, Vol. 10, No. 6, pp. 715-731.  
March, J. G.  and Olsen, J. P. (1989): Rediscovering Institutions. New York: The Free Press.  
March, J. G. and Olsen, J. P. (1995): Democratic governance. New York, NY: Free Press. 
Mulgan, G. and Albury, D. (2003): Innovation in the Public Sector. London: Cabinet Office Strategy 
Unit. 
Nambisan, S. (2008): “Transforming Government through Collaborative Innovation”, IBM Center for 
The Business of Government. 
Nielsen, K. (2005): “Institutionelle tilgange i samfundsvidenskaberne – en introduktion”, i Nielsen, K. 
(ed.): Institutionel Teori – En tværfaglig introduktion. Copenhagen: Roskilde Universitetsforlag  
Osborne, S. (2006): “The New Public Governance? “, Public Management Review, Vol. 8, s. 377-388.  
Osborne, S. (2010): The New Public Governance- Emerging perspectives on the theory and practice of 
public governance. New York: Routledge. 
O'Leary, R. and Bingham, L. (2007): “Conflict and Collaboration in Networks”, International Public 
Management Journal, Vol. 10, No. 1, pp. 103-109.  
O’Toole, L.J. and Meier, K. J. (1999): “Modelling the Impact of public Management: Implications of 
Structural Context”, Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, Vol. 9, No. 4, pp. 
505-526.  
Parry, K. and Bryman, A. (2006): “Leadership in Organisations”, in S. Clegg, C. Hardy, T. Lawrence, 
& W. Nord (eds.): The Sage Handbook of Organization Studies (2nd Edition), pp. 447–468. 
London: Sage.  
Pierre, J. and Peters, G.B. (2000): Governance, Politics and the State. London: Macmillan. 
Provan, K. and Kenis, P. (2007): “Modes of Network Governance: Structure, Management, and 
Effectiveness”, Journal of Public Administration Research, Vol. 18, pp. 229-252.  
Ring, P. and van de Ven, H. (1994): “Developmental Processes of Cooperative Interorganisational 
Relationships”, The Academy of Management Review, Vol. 19, No. 1, pp. 90-118.  
Rhodes, R.A.W. (1996): “The New Governance: Governing without Government”, Political Studies, 
XLIV, pp. 652-667.  
Roberts, N. and Bradley, R. (1991): “Stakeholder Collaboration and Innovation: A Study of Public 
Policy Initiation at the State Level”, Journal of Applied Behavioural Science, Vol.27, No. 2, pp. 
209-227.  
Student Laia Martinez: lamaap@ruc.dk  
   
62 
 
 
 
Schumpeter, J. (1946): Economic Theory and Entrepreneurial History: Change and the Entrepreneur. 
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 
Strauss, D. (2002): How to Make Collaboration Work. San Francisco. Berrett-Koehler publishers.  
Sundbo, J., Fuglsang. and Larsen, J.N. (2001): Innovation med omtanke. Copenhagen:Systime. 
Sørensen, E. (2006):” Metagovernance: The changing role of politicians in processes of democratic 
governance”, American Review of Public Administration, Vol. 36, No. 1, pp. 98-114.  
Sørensen, E. And Torfing, J. (2010): ”Samarbejdsdrevet innovation i den offentlige sector”, Økonomi 
and Politik, Vol. 83, No. 1, pp. 22-33. 
Sørensen, E., Sehested, K. and Reff, A. (2011): Offentlig Styring som Pluricentrisk Koordination.  
Copenhagen: Jurist-og Økonomforbundets Forlag. 
Sørensen, E. and Torfing, J. (2011a):” Enhancing Collaborative Innovation in the Public Sector”, 
Administration and Society, Vol. 43, No. 8, pp. 842-868.  
Sørensen, E. and Torfing, J. (2011). Samarbejdsdrevet innovation i den offentlige sektor. Copenhagen: 
Jurist-og Økonomforbundets forlag. 
Sørensen, E. (2013). “Enhancing Policy Innovation: A new Role for Politicians” (forthcoming).  
Torfing, J. (2005): “Governance networks theory: Towards a second generation”, European Political 
Science, Vol. 4, pp. 305-315. 
Torfing, J.  (2007): “Introduction: democratic Network Governance” in Sørensen, E. and Torfing, J. 
(eds.):  Theories of Democratic Network Governance. Houndmills: Palgrave MacMillan, pp. 1-
22.  
Torfing, J. (2008): Ledelse efter kommunalreformen. Copenhagen: Jurist-og Økonomforbundets 
Forlag. 
Torfing, J. (2010): “Local forms of Governance in Denmark: the revenge of the supplement”, Journal 
of Power, Vol. 3, No. 3, pp. 405-425.  
Torfing, J. (2012): ”Samarbejdreven innovation i den offentlige sektor”, Scandinavian Journal of 
Public Administration, Vol. 12, no. 1, pp. 27-46.  
Torfing, J., Peters, G., Pierre, J.  and Sørensen, E. (2012): Interactive Governance. Advancing the 
Paradigm. New York: University Press.  
van de Ven, A. H., Polley, D. E., Garud, R. and Venkataraman, S. (1999): The Innovation Journey. 
New York: Oxford University Press. 
van de Ven, A.H., Angle, H. and Poole, M. (2000): Research on the Management of Innovation: The 
Minnesota Studies. New York: Oxford University Express.  
van Kersbergen, K. and van Waarden, F. (2004): “Governance as a bridge between disciplines: Cross-
disciplinary inspiration regarding shifts in governance and problems of governability, 
accountability and legitimacy”, European Journal of political Research, Vol. 43, pp. 143-171.   
Yin, R. (1993): Applications of Case Study Research. California: Sage.  
Wettenhall, R. (2003): “The Rhetoric and Reality of Public-Private Partnerships”, Public Organization 
Review: a Global Journal, Vol. 3, No. 1, pp. 77-107.  
Zølner, M., Rasmussen, I. Ø. and Hansen, A. D. (2007):”Qualitative Interviews: Studying Network 
Narratives” in Bogason, P. and Zølner, M. (eds.): Methods in Democratic Network Governance. 
New York: Palgrave Macmillan, pp. 125-147.  
Aagard, P. (2011): “Organisational Ambidexterity: How to be both Innovative and efficient in the 
Public Sector” CLIPS Working Paper No. 5. Roskilde University.  
Aasen, T., Møller, K. and Eriksson, A. (2013): Nordiske strategier for medarbeiderdrevet innovasjon – 
2013. Rapport fra arbeidsseminar om medarbeiderdrevet innovasjon (MDI) i Norden. Available 
Student Laia Martinez: lamaap@ruc.dk  
   
63 
 
 
 
online: http://www.norden.org/da/publikationer/publikationer/2013-911 Last visited: 9th of May 
2013.  
 
 
Web links 
KL (2012): http://klk.kl.dk/Ydelser/Organisation/Innovation/KLs-Innovationspris-2012/  
  Last visited: 4th of June 2013. 
Komdir (2012): http://www.komdir.dk/page1.aspx  
  Last visited: 4th of June 2013. 
Finansministeriet (2011): Kvalitetsreformen.  Available on line: 
http://www.fm.dk/Arbejdsomraader/Offentlig%20modernisering/Om%20kvalitetsreformen/Hva
d%20er%20kvalitet.aspx Last visited: October 2011 
FTF (2010):” Styrkelse af fagligheden gennem brugerinvolvering”, No 1. Available on line: 
http://www.ruc.dk/institutter/isg/forskningen/netvaerk-og-samarbejder/clips/vidensbank-
publikationer-nyhedsbreve-working-papers-videoer/publikationer/ Last visited: July 2013 
SLIP- Strategic Leadership in the Public Sector (2010): Lederskabssyn. Frederiksberg: CBS. 
Available on line: http://slip.cbs.dk/fol/videnskabsteoretisk_grundlag/lederskabssyn  
  Last visited: September 2011.  
 
